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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

Construction contract disputes are a serious prob-

lem for the United States Air Force. This fact becomes

obvious when the case load or the Air Force Directorate or

Contract Appeals (AFLC/JAB) is examined. The JAB attorneys

represent the Air Force on contract disputes appealed to the

Armed Services Board or Contract Appeals (ASBCA). At the

end or 1981, JAB was handling approximately 100 construction

cases with contractor claims totalling nearly $16.3 million

(36).

Disputes in construction cases usually center around

broad issues such as the specifications, the design, the

Inspection, the contractor's actions, or administration or

the contract by the Air Force. Events or actions in these

areas can cause ionflicts between the Air Force and the

construction contractor, which can in turn lead to a con-

tract dispute (2:72). The disputes which arise between the

Air Force and construction contractors may result in many

undesirable consequences, such as negative feelings, delays

in the work, and increased costs.

A dispute can change a contractor's attitude toward

the government, particularly if the dispute involves a per-

sonality conrict or a serious difference in interpretation



between the contractor and the Air Force. This type of situ-

*ation may cause the contractor to avoid future government

contracts. It may also prejudice him against enthusiastic

* - completion of the disputed contract (30).

Delayed delivery, where "delivery" means completion

of the construction work, can result from some action taken

by the Air Force or the contractor in one of the categories

mentioned above (specifications, design, inspection, etc.).

For example, the contracting officer might require the con-

tractor to do additional work which will force the antici-

pated completion date to be extended (23M7). In effect,

this is also an increase in cost, since the extra time pre-

* vents the Air Force from using the facility, and that lost

usage.could easily be translated to a dollar value.

There are several ways that a dispute can increase

the cost of a project. For example, the contractor might

charge the Air Force for additional work not included in

the original contract when that work is encouraged by sL~me

action of the Air Force. In these instances, the Air Force

Is merely paying the contractor for additional construction,

even if that construction is not really necessary by the

original intentions of the contract. In addition, the

rates for the extra constructi~on work are usually higher

than the original rates, since the new rates are negotiated,

not adopted by competitive bid Ing (23:97).

Sometimes, the Air Forc~ may take unwarranted

~~~~~~~~...........~ ... . . . . . . . . . . . .



actions which decrease the contractor's normal efficiency

of operations. Examples of this are overzealous inspection,

where the Air Force inspector goes beyond the normal scope

of inspecti~on, or an abnormal-delay of a test by the Air

Force where the results of the test are necessary before

further progress can be made by the contractor (23:72,90).

The Air Force must reimburse the contractor for additional

expenses which result from such actions. In these instances,

the Air Force is not receiving any additional construction

for the extra costs.

Lastly, there are both administrative and profes-

sional costs associated with handling a dispute. The admin-

istrative support costs result from the man-hours required

for compiling evidence and negotiating the disputed issues.

Added administrative costs are required specifically for

cases taken to the ASBCA level, since all information per-

taining to the dispute must be further compiled and con-

densed into a more formal format. Other administrative
/

costs are related to transmitting information to the attor-

neys. Here professional costs also enter in the form of

legal expenses for attorneys (6:17,19).

SThe following discussion of the, Air Force construc-

tion contract process provides a background for later anal-

yses of disputes and the interrelationships among their

causes.

3
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The Air Force Construction Contract Process

A construction contract is a legal agreement whereby

a contractor is hired to build a new facility, modify an

existing facility, or repair an existing facility. In the

Air Force, the contract is the means of executing a. construc-

tion project. An Air Force construction project begins when

it is initially conceived, and ends when the work is com-

pleted and both the contractor and the Air Force are satis-

fied with the outcomes of the contract performance. Through-

out the life of the project, there are many opportunities

for interaction between the Air Force and the contractor.

Many things which the Air Force does affect the contractor,

and vice versa. The principal personnel involved in the

process for the Air Force are the contracting officer, the

designer, the specification writer, the inspector, and the

user (the person who initially requests the work). In this

study, any one of these individuals who works in the Base

Civil Engineering or Base Contracting organizations and has

management responsibility over a construction project is

called an "Air Force construction contract manager." For

-- - -- the contractor, the participants are the superintendent and

the workers, plus any subcontractor personnel.

-~ The following deacription of the Air Force construc-

tion contract process is somewhat simplified, since it is

intended only to identify the possible participants in a

dispute and the nature of the project which is being

4



disputed. By studying how these elements interact with the

dispute process, it is possible to focu's attention on areas

in which management of Air Force construction projects can

be improved.

The progress of a typical Air Force construction

project (Figure 1.1) begins when someone in the Air Force

develops an idea for a project. This person, the user, is

usually a manager within a mission-oriented organization on

base, or any of the support-oriented organizations, includ-

ing Base Civil Engineering. The user submits a request to

Base Civil Engineering to accomplish the project. It is

also possible that the request might be the result of a

higher headquarters directive, where the Idea occurred at a

* higher level of command and was conveyed down to base level

through organizational channels.

*Next, the Base Civil Engineering organization

reviews the request to determine if it is valid. This

review includes financial (economic) feasibility as well as

considerations relating to the authority of the user to sub-

mit the request.

Ifthe review shows the project to be a valid one,

the next step is the design phase. Design involves taking

the user's request and translating it into a set of docu-

ments which can be used by a contractor to bid and later to

complete the project. These documents are the specifica-

tions and drawings. Another output of the design phase is
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cost estimate,, which is used in the contracting phase to

determine a reasonable monetary level for contractor bids.

The design products are usually prepared in-house. If the

scope of the project is beyond in-house capability, it will

either be handed over to the Army Corps of Engineers (COE)

or contracted out to a professional design organization.

After design is complete, the project Is handed over

to the contracting officer (CO), who attempts to find a con-

tractor to do the work specified in the design documents.

The selection of a contractor is accomplished by soliciting

bids from eligible contractors, and choosing the one who

submitted the lowest "responsive" (complying with the pro-

visions of the bidding process) bid. Once a suitable con-

tractor has been found,, the cc~rtract is awarded-to that con-

tractor and work begins on the project. At this point, the

inspection activity begins, with an inspector from the con-

tract management section cf Base Civil Engineering appointed

as the representative of Thea CO. The inspector monitors the

contractor's progress on the work to ensure that he is com-

plying with the terms of the contract. However, the inspec-

tor should not direct the work, nor take any other action

which is inconsistent with his role as a passive evaluator.

If he has any concerns, they should be recorded in the

Inspector's Daily Log and made known to the CO.

A construction project is complete when both parties

are satisfied with the results, and final acceptance and



* payment have been made. A disagreement at any stage of the

process might prevent completion of the project and cause the

dispute process to begin.

The lines of work flow throughout the constuction

contract process are not quite as definitive as Figure 1.1

.implies. Thne involvement of the designer, for example, is

restricted primarily to the design phase. However, he might

be consulted in later phases of the project by the inspector,

who may want to compare the contractor's progress with the

intentL of the original design documents. Since he is the

only person authorized to obligate the government, the CO

'A is also involved throughout the construction contract pro-

cess. He sits in on meetings between the Air Force and the

contractor, continuing to act as the Air Force's official

spokesman on issues such as changes to the contract.

The Disnute Pr~ocess

*4 The present system for resolving Air Force construc-

tion contract disputes operates at three different levels:

1) the contracting officer level, 2) the ASBCA level, and

3) the judicial level (see Figure 1.2).

Although many contract disputes might be processed

sequentially through all three levels, in practice the ma-

jority of disputes are settled at the CO level. The remain-

ing disputes are appealed to the ASBCA level or directly to

the judicial level (26),,-

.. . . . . .
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The typical dispv.te that might be appealed to the

ASBCA begins with the contractor's dissatisfaction with

some aspect of the contract or the Air Force's behavior

during the performance phase of the contract. This dissat-

isfaction is often the result of the contractor's feeling

that the CO is enforcing the terms of the contract in an

unreasonable manner, although the problem is often actually

due to the contractor's financial problems or chance of

profit. The contractor states his dissatisfaction to the

CO. often in the form of a claim--a request for money or a

time extension to compensate for additional work. The con-

tracting officer must respond to the contractor with a

written decision regarding the disagreement (23:1144). It

is possible that the dispute will be settled at this point

to the satisfaction of both parties.

However, if the contractor is displeased with the

C0's decision, he may appeal to either the ASBCA (level 2)

or directly to the Court of Claims (level 3). This appeal

may be based on one claim, or a combination of related

claims (called a "multiple claim case"). Most contractors

decide to appeal to the ASBCA before the Court of Claims

(26). There are several reasons for this. First, contrac-

tors know that if the ASBCA decision is unsatisfactory,

they may appeal it to the Court of Claims. However, if

their first level of appeal was the Court of Claims, their

only remaining appeal option is the unlikely chance that the

10



Supreme Court would hear the case. Second, contractors

realize that the ASBCA has worked with defense contractors

before and is thus more likely to take into account those

factors unique to defense contracts. Finally, an appeal

to the ASBCA is often quicker and cheaper than a direct

appeal to the Court of Claims (6:17,19).

If the case is taken before the ASBCA, a Judge will

hear both sides of the case and present a decision on the

basis of either "entitlement" or "both entitlement and quan-

tum." If the case is decided on entitlement only, the deci-

sion is restricted to who won the case. If the decision

is based on both entitlement and quantum, the ruling concern-

ing who won the case is supplemented by quantitative infor-

mation about the proper amounts of time and/or money which

should be awarded to the winner. If the case is a multiple

claim case, the decision will address each individual claim

of the dispute. Following the decision, the cases which

have been decided only on the basis of entitlement will be

sent back to the base CO for final negotiation and settle-

ment with the contractor (23:145).

If the contractoo is still dissatisfied with the

decision, he may appeal it to the Court of Claims, which is

the first stage of the Judicial level. The final point of

appeal within the Judicial level is the U.S. Supreme Court

(23:145), which is unlikely to hear a common Air Force con-

struction contract dispute.

I'
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Key Variables

In disputed cases, there are three variables which

describe the nature of p~rojects, disputes, and the causes

of dsue-"prjc features," "claim categories," and

"pertinent facts," respectively.

Project Features

Throughout the cons truction contract process, there

are several basic characteristics of a project which, taken

together, distinguish that project from other similar proj-

ects. These are called "project features." Many project

features provide a valuable ref'erence point for understand-

ing disputed construction contracts. The following five

project features are particularly relevant to this study:

1. Design discipline

2. Type of work

3.. Area of country (geographical location)

14. Major command

5. Size of contract (dollar value)

Each of these project features (excepting major command)

is fully defined in the glossary of terms in Appendix A.

Claim Categories

Claim categories are labels for claims of a dispute.

They might be the title of a contract clause which was ref-

erenced by the contractor in order to describe the problem

which caused the dispute (i.e., "differing site conditions").

12



Alternately, they might be a more general descrip-von of the

type of problem which caused the dispute (i.e., "ambiguous

specifications"). The following claim categories, defined

in Appendix A (Glossary), are particularly relevant to this

study:

1. Ambiguous specifications (1:62; 6:72; 8; 314:

32-4I0)

2. Omissions or conflicts in specifications (8;

9:19-20; 18:78; 23:67; 29:33-341)

3. Errors in design (13:14714; 241:469)

14. -contracting officer acting improperly (1:62;

6:72; 7:78; (8; 9:26-28; 11:96; 12:20; 17:77; 18:78; 22; 30:

58; 341:32-40; 35; 37:3-10; 38:70)

5. Delays (214:4169; 29:33-314)

6. Changes (1:62; 9:19-20; 11:96; 114; 20; 214:469;

28; 38:140)

7. Differing site conditions (23:88; 26)

Pertinent Facts

Pertinent facts are events or activities (identified

by the presiding ASBCA judge in a construction contract dis-

pute case) which occur during the various phases of the con-

struction contract process and cause disputes to occur. T he

following pertinent facts, defined in Appendix A (Glossary),

are particularly relevant to this study:

13



1. Contractor failure to read contract documents

adequately

2. Inadequate site investigation

3. Contractor delays

4. Contractor problems with the additives or bid

schedule

5. Contractor underestimated the size of the job

or the size of the contract

6. Problems with warranty work

7. Government management issues

8. Contractor management activities

9. Contractor reliance on previous experience or

trade practice as a guide

10. Problems with submittals

Research Problem

The purpose of this study is to examine disputed Air

Force construction contracts to find out whether there are

interactions among claim categories, pertinent facts, and

project features which, if known, could be used by lower

level construction contract managers to closely examine

future contracts for the purpose of avoiding disputes.

Objectives

To solve this research problem, five specific objec-

tives guided the research:

14I



1. Identify claim categories and their frequency of

o,.currence in 60 ASBCA construction contract dispute cases

heard between 1977 and 1981

2. Identity pertinent facts and their frequency of

occurrence in those cases

3. Determine the project features in those cases

4i. Determine what, if any, interrelationships

exist among and between claim categories, pertinent facts,

and project features

5. Present the findings of the study in a form

which will be useful to lower level construction contract

managers to avoid disputes

Scope and Limitations

- - This study deals with a broad subject area and is

intended to have implications for Air Force construction

contract management. Nonetheless, the scope of the study

is restricted by the following ?,riteria:

1. The number of cases studied was.60

2. The case years examined were 1977 through 1981

3. Only cases at the ASBCA level were examined

4~. Only projects within the United States were

examined

These limitations relate to the choices of research

population and sample, and are discussed further in Chapter

Five.
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CHAPTER TWO

LITERATURE REVIEW

Introduction

This literature review identifies those problem

areas believed to be the most detrimental to the success

of construction contracts, as well as the suspected causes

of these problems. The information presented in this sec-

tion was gathered by way of a comprehensive search of the

Air Force Institute of Technology (AFIT) libraries, the Air

Force Weapons Library (AFWL), and-the Wright State Univers-

ity Library. The sources of the information included AFIT

theses, Defense Technical Information Center (DTMC) studies,

Defense Logistics Information Exchange.(DLSIE) reports,

government publications, and trade Journals.

The studies in the literature differ in four sig-

nificant respects: 1) type(s) of contracts studied (con-

struction, supply, research and development, and/or service

contracts); 2) phases of the contracting process studied

(specification preparation, advertising/bidding/awarding,

contract administration, and/or inspection); 3) scope of

the problems analyzed; and 4) objectivity of the research

methods used. The reasons for these differences are due

partly to the nature of this topic, and partly to the

16
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different interests of the groups supporting or performing

the studies.

A major objective of many of' the research studies

which analyzed construction contract disputes was to deter-

mine the frequency of' occurrence of the various types of

claims. There is a great deal of d4.sparity between the

rankings of claims in the various studies, so that it was

impossible to develop one absolute ranking of the types of

claims (see Table B-i. Appendix B). However, although the

differences between the studies prevent direct comparisons

of the studies, it was still possible to extract the central

ideas from all of the studies to develop a general discus-

bion of the claims in construction contracts.

When the literature discusses the claims put forward

by the contractor at the outset of disputes, it frequently

suggests causes for those disputes. One study (2) also men-

tioned certain distinguishing characteristics of projects

which tend to affect the likelihood of disputes. These dis-

tinguishing characteristics of projects closely resemble

project features as described in Chapter One, and include

such things as contract type, type of work, type of product,

and total contract value. Since these distinguishing char-

acteristics appear in only one study, they have been omitted

from the following discussion. The discussion will focus

mainly on contractors' claims and the causes of these claims.

17



Discussion

Contractors' Claims and Suggested Causes

The claims put forward by contractors and the sug-

gested causes of these claims closely resemble the variables

described in Chapter One as claim categories and pertinent

facts, respectively.- The literature generally centered the

discussion around a certain type or claim, and described the

vari~ous possible causes for the claim.' There was one major

exception to this format which involves the contractor's

profit motive to perform. "The prospects of reduced profit

or no profit on a job causes parties to the contract to seek

methods for recovery [38:70)."

At this point, the possibility of recovery through
a claim may become the only way to make a project profit-
able.

When a project is in the red, the contractor usually
reviews its entire history thoroughly, looking for the
reasons why it is losing money. If he finds the owner
responsible in any way, he then exploits this with a
claim [241:334).

However, having mentioned the possibility of a loss of

profit being a motivator for the contractor to enter into

the disputes process, the following di scussion will assume

the claims forwarded by the contractor are caused by factors

other than a lack of contractor profit. The discussion of

claims and their causes will be discussed under the follow-

ing headings:

1*. Defective specifications

2'. Government personnel acting imiproperly

18



3. Delays

4,'1 Changes

Defective Specifications

The discussion of claims in the literature often

presents defective specifications as the most frequent type

of claim forwarded by construction contractors (6:72; 341:

32-410).- Problems and disputes in this area result from a

failure of the specifications to communicate the owner's

desires to the contractor (9:21; 29:33). The reasons for

these breakdowns in communication usually invo~lve the fol-

lowing:

1. Errors actually committed by the designer/

specifier in describing the owner's desires

2. An unreasonable interpretation by the contractor

of the specification requirements.

Three of the claim categories listed in Chapter One fall

within the defective specifications area of a claim: 1) am-

biguities in specifications claims; 2) omissions/conflicts

in specification claims; and'3) errors in specifications

claims.

* Ambiguities occur when a qualitative or quantitative

description is used which has more than one reasonable inter-

pretation (9:19-20; 18:78; 27). Some words are so suscepti-

ble to misinterpretation by the contractor, and so difficult

to explain to a jury or ASBCA Judge in possible subsequent
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disputes' that it is wiser to use another word or phrase to

describe a particular activity (29:33). Example of words to

avoid or use with care include the following: all, any, and/

or, And, At, either, both, each, clean, smooth, square and

tre level, and exact (21).

Conflicts occur when the different requirements in

the specification do not contribute toward the homogeneous

product desired by the owner. This type of defect frequent-

ly occurs when insufficient time I~s allowed for specifica-

tion preparation (13:473). A common type of conflict

involves specifications that do not match drawings (15:62).,

a situation which may be avoided by preparing specifications

concurrently with drawings (17:78). Also conflicts are more

likely to occur when dimensions, capacities, and quantities

are shown in more than one place (29:33). Omissions (9:19;

13:4175; 29:341; 38:70) occur when the specification fails to

describe a part of the desired end product. Disputes in

this area typically involve two closely related issues (3):

1. Should the omissions have been obvious to the

contractor (often determined b4 comparisons with normal

trade practices)? If so, he is required to notify the

owner regarding the omission so the specification can be

corrected prior to contract award.

2. According to normal trade practices, did the

omission concern an item nearly always provided as a part

of the particular end product? If so, there is no need to

20



include such a requirement in the specifications.

Specifications carry an implied warranty that if i

they are complied with, a satisfactory product will result

(9:20). However, many specifications include requirements

that are impossible or impracticable to achieve (17:77-78;

18:78; 27). This type of defect may be caused by errors in

specifications, drawings,, and/or design (241:469).

(An] impossibility quite often involves situations
in which performance and design specifications are
mixed, or situations where specifically named items
are unavailable (9:19).

On the other hand, it may also be caused by something as

simple as inconsistent dimensions (9:19). Although every

effort must be made to minimize impossible/impracticable

specifications, man is fallible and will continue to make

mistakes (13:4174).

In addition to the causes cited above, there are

other more pervasive causes of defective specifications.

These underlying causes of defective specifications are dis-

cussed in the following paragraphs and include:

1. The dynamic nature of the construction envir-

onment;

2. The methods used to develop specifications; and

3. The qualifications of the individuals preparing

the specifications.

The rapid rate at which the type of construction

materials and design methods are multiplying and changing
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makes it increasingly more difficult for specifiers, design-

ers, and contractors to maintain a current knowledge of the

product lines and construction methods. As such, this

dynamic environment adds to the difficulty of producing a

specification free of defects (25), and may lead to omis-
sions, impossible or impracticable requirements, incorpora-

tion of inaccurate technical data in specifications, or

added difficulty in determining whether substitutions for

requirements in the specifications should be allowed (deter-

mination of "or equal")(18:78). The following situations

particularly cause problems for specifiers, designers, and

contractors:

1. When new products are specified (15:6; 24:469);

"2. When old products are specifed in new applica-

tions (15:61; 24:469; 25);

3. When specifiersidesigners use new design or con-

struction methods for which the industry is not ready (24:

469; 25).

A practice which also frequently results in contrac-

tual problems/disputes is the use of standard contract docu- P

ments (16). This practice frequently leads to outdated

and excessively voluminous specifications that also may not

fit the particular Job (1.5:63; 17:78). Attempts to fit pre-

vious specifications to a new Job--"cut and paste" specifi-

cations--frequently result in similar problems (24:469).

Another situation which further aggravates all other U
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causes of defective specifications is the lack of competent

and experienced specification writers (8; 15:60; 19;.31:22;

33:11). Schools are not producing individuals trained to

write specifications (31:22). Additionally, the low start-

ing salaries for specifiers often attract inexperienced,r

lower quality individuals (8; 19). These individuals often

lack field construction experience, the ability to write

clearly (33:11), and adequate knowledge of the rapidly

developing line of current products (31:22). The findings

of one very detailed study in the area of defective specifi-

cations are presented in Tables B-2 and B-3. Appendix B.

This study analyzed the most frequent sources of problems

with respect to producing an adequate set of specifications

as perceived by both owners and private design professionals

(8).

Thus, the literature shows that defective specifica-

tions have been established by a number of investigators as

a major type of claim which may result from many different

causes.

Government Personnel Acting Improperly

Another major claim put forward by contractors

involves government personnel acting improperly. This type

of claim may include improper inspection, unfair policies! :

provisions, improper terminat;ion procedures, or financial

problems.

23
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An important point which should be mentioned here

involves the cooperative spirit between the government ;:..-.d

the contractor. Frequently, due to the conflicting objec-

tives of the government and the contractor, an adversarial

relationship may develop between the two parties (11:96; 30;

34:70). Even when the government and contractor are both

cooperating, it is difficult to successfully complete a con-

struction contract. The existence of an adversarial rela-

tionship iPesults in frequent confrontations between the gov-

ernment and contractor, which often impair the effective-

ness of both parties. As such., an adversarial relationship

between the government and contractor increases the likeli-

hood or occurrence of a claim.

Inspection. Inspection, like specifications, is a

particularly sensitive area in construction contracts.

Under the Air Force approach to construction, "We often see

the low bid contractor, who provides only what he interprets

to be adequate response to the plans and specs in order to

maximize his profits [11:96J." On the other hand, the Air

Force construction management team, with the inspector as 1

its front-line representative, interprets the contract docu-

ments in a way that will maximize the results they expect

to produce (11:96). According to APR 89-1, the inspection

effort must insure that

The construction contractor adheres to the approved
plans art! specifications to insure-that the completed
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project provides a complete and usable facility that
satisfie3 the requirement for which it was originally
Justified [37:P.3-10).

Naturally, because the contractor and inspector have dif-

ferent objectives, everything the inspector says or does

is subject to criticism and possible suit (7:78; 18:78).

Thus, it is important'thar the inspector maintain a formal,

arms-length, businesslike relationship with the contractor,

and not overstep his authority (7:78; 30:58).

Due to the sensitive nature of inspectors' duties,

close supervision and control of inspectors' actions in the

field are required in order to reduce the chance of dis-

putes. This need for close supervision is made more acute

by the fact that the low salaries and fees provided to in-

spectors often attract low quality personnel (7:78). How-

ever, ther'e is also an increasing shortage of competent

resident eng-ineers (the inspector's supervisor). Thus, the

construction industry is currently plagued by incompetent

inspectors and inadequate supervision of inspectors' actions

in the field (18:78).

Due to the "numerous court cases throughout the

state of California whereby people filed suit . . . for

incompetent and nonexistent inspection [12:20]," California

enacted a construction inspector practice law in 1978 to

come into full effect by 1980 (12:20). This law requires

inspectors to pass a written exam and register with the

state Board of Registered Construction Inspectors.
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The law sets up four divisions of inspectors:
engineering inspectors, building inspectors, specialty
inspectors (of which there are about 141 kinds), and
code enforcement inspectors . . . [12:20].

Several other states have adopted or are considering con.-

struction inspection laws.

One of the most critical of the inspector's tasks is

proper document at ion.

The legal principles applicable to any design or
construction case are typically quite basic and uncom-
plicated. . . . It is the assembly and proof of facts.
that is so critical. ...

For this reason, documentation should not be taken
lightly or relegated to lower echelon personnel 132:40]).

The process of documentation may be subdivided into a number

of subtasks: "1) Recognition, collection and recordation.

2) Reporting, distribution, and transmission. 3) Initial

utilization. 14) Storage. 5) Retrieval (32:140]." Each of

these steps relies strongly on the other steps. 0na weak

link can break the chain. Additionally, the documentation

system should be easy to use, efficient, and effective. In

order to be effective, the evidence collected must poss ess

the following characteristics: 1) accuracy, 2) objectivity,

3) completeness, 14) uniformity, 5) credibility, and 6) admis-

sability of evidence (22; 32:40).

Proper documentation is essential once a dispute has

been initiated. Prior to the dispute hearing, the parties

to the lawsuit can probably get information about the docu-

mentation in the hands of the other party. If the facts in
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the documentation favor the party from whom the documents

are requested, the discovering party may not be as likely

to continue the dispute (22; 32:140-411).

One representative study included a questionnaire

with the purpose of identifying the most frequent problems

with inspection in construction contracts (35). Forty-one

percent of the responses from owners, consultants, and inde-

pendent inspection agencies indicated the problems are

related to the lack of competent inspectors, 26 percent of

the responses indicated the problems are related to incom-

petent contractor personnel, and approximately 33 percent

of the problems are related to policies or conditions, such

as

1. Low fees and low salaries for inspectors

2. Specifications produced/used that make inspec-

tion difficult and compliance hard to enforce

3. Contractors cutting corners

4~. Owners not realizing the importance of funding

for good full-time inspection

5. Uneven work loads that make it difficult to main-

tain a permanent staff.

From the contractor's perspective, the following

are the most frequently encountered problems with respect to

inspection in construction contracts: (35):
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1. Specification interpretation by inspectors (29%)1

2. Work habits of inspectors (29%)

3. Lack of experience by inspectors (20%)

14. Inspeactor interference witL-h contractor's

operation (10%)

5ý. Attitude of inspectors (8%Y

6.Honesty of inspectors (2%)

7. Lack of technical training by inspectors (2%)

Unfair policies/provisions and clauses. The con-

tractor often claims that certain policies/provisions in the

contract are unfair (1:62; 6:72; 9:26,28; 17:77; 18:78; 2~4:

1469). The vocabulary used in the literature to describe

this type of dispute includes such terms as liqulidated dam-

ages, policies/unfair provisions, and broad exculpatory

clauses.

If contracts are not written and adminitstered fairly,

disputes will surely arise (18:78). Recently the courts

have been ruling in favor of the contractor in claims involv-

ing policies/unfair provisions or broad exculpatory clauses

claims (9:26-27; 18:78). Since contracts are developed by

owners and for owners, contractors were being abused in some

1 For the above-mentioned study, percentages refer
to the number of times an answer is given by one of the
respondents. Each respondent may report more than one prob-
lem area.
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instances. Thus, to restore equity in contracts, the courts

have been supporting contractors in disputes involving

unfair policies/broad exculpatory clauses.

The use of owner-prepared schedules also results in

contract disputes (17:77). If the contractor fails behind

schedule, he often asserts that meeting the owner-prepared

schedule would have been impossible or impractical.

Improper termination procedures. The claim or gov-

ernment personnel acting improperly may also occur in the

form of improper termination procedures. The literature

presents three subcategories or improper termination pro-

cedures: 1) improper termination for default, 2) improper

termination for convenience, and 3) defective cure notice

N. (1:62; 6:72; 34~:32-40). Disputes in the area or improper

termination procedures generally involve the terms or the

termination and whether the actions taken by the government

were warranted.

/1/Financial problems. Another subcategory or "govern-

ment personnel acting improperly" claims is known as finan-

cial problems. It involves incidents whereby some act com-

mitted by the government creates unwarranted financial

difficulties for the contractor which are detrimental to the

contractor's performance (34:32-40O). The important issues

in this type of claim involve whether or not the government

was responsible for the financial difficulties experienced
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by the contractor and/or the extent to which these financial

difficulties impaired the contractor's performance.

Delays

The literature also reveals that claims may be for-

warded when the contractor's performance is delayed by

forces beyond his or her control; these are known as delay

claims. Whenever the contractor's performance is delayed by

forces beyond his control, the government must provide addi-

tional time and/or money to the contractor. Two of the

major sources of delays are government action/non-action and

acts of God/labor movements. This type of dispute often

results in the most expensive claims (24:469).

Government caused delays. Contract disputes often

occur as a result of government caused delays. Any delay

caused by the government affects the contractor's schedule,

and thus results in additional costs (24:333-334). This

type of dispute involves whether the owner or contractor was

responsible for the delays, and/or how much additional cost

was a result of the delays.
There are many ways in which the owner (the govern-

ment), the engineer, or the contractor may cause delays

(24:333-334). Some examples of owner ýaused delays include:

delaying contract award; failin• to give access to
the work site; letting other contra ts in the same
area; delaying decision; failing to pay for extra work,
to settle change order costs, appro e submissions, or
"provide burrow and dump sites [24 :333).
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/The engineer may delay the contractor by "failing to approve

shop drawings or materials on time, giving ambiguous direc-

tions, wrongfully rejecting work, or refusing to accept

materials that meet spedrcais [24:333]."

Acts of God or labor movements. Acts of God include

such things as unusually harsh weather or natural disasters

which unexpectedly delay the contractor's performance.

Labor movements involve such things as union strikes which

greatly reduce the readily available supply of labor. There

* is a clause in government contracts which states the contrac-

tor is not held responsible for delays due to acts of God or

labor movements (Department of Defense Standard Form 23-A.

* ~General Provisions: Construction Contract, Rev. 41-75).

Therefore, disputes involving these types of delays often

result when the government believes the factors causing the

delay were controllable by the contractor, and/or agreement

between the g~overnment and contractor cannot be reached

regarding the exact effect of these delays.

Changes

Another frequent type of claim discussed t1n the lit-

erature is changes claims (41:19-20; 11:96; 141:20; 241:'U69;

28; 38:40). There are three subcategories of change's

claims:

1. Government and contractor failure to agree on
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terms or a change issued by the contracting officer (1:62;

9:20; 11:96; 214:469):-

2'. Changed site conditions (9:20;.14:154; 20; 38:

70)

3. Constructive changes (24:469).

As such, changes claims result when the government and the

contractor fail to agree on whether a change to the original

contract actually occurred, and/or the terms or the change

order (9:19-20; 11:96; 14; 24:469; 38:469). Failure to

agree on whether a change actually occurred applies mainly

to changed site conditions and constructive changes.

failure to agree on terms or a change. This type or

change claim involves situations in which the government and

contractor rail to agree on the terms or a change (9:19;

11:96; 24:469). For example, when a contracting orricer

makes a change to the contract, the contractor performs the

work associated writh the change,, and the government a nd con-

>2k' tractor later negotiate the time and money compensation ror

the-change. Many times the government and contractor rail

to reach an agreement on the terms or a change. When this

situation occurs, the contracting orricer may unilaterally

issue what he or she believes to be rair compensation ror

the change to the contract. Ir the contractor disagrees

with these terms, a dispute results which may end in a claim.
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Thus, at any time a change to the contract occurs, a claim

may result.

There are four major causes for changes in contracts:

1) chang~es due to design defects (14; 28:26), 2) changes

requested by the owner (4; 28:26), 3) changes in criteria

(4), and 14) changed site conditions (4). These changes most

trequently occur during construction or moditication of hos-

pitals, barracks, and senior headquarters facilities,, as

well as during pollution abatement and energy related proj-

ects (4). The magnitude ot changes in government construc-

tion contracts is estimated to be between 8 and 11 percent

ot the initial contract amount, approximately the same as

tound in non-government construction contracts (14; 28:26).

Changed conditions. Changed conditions occur when

the conditions as specitied in the contract do not match-the

actual conditions encountered by the contractor at the con-

struction site (9:20,28; 114:1514; 20; 38:70). The government

and contractor may disagree as to whether changed conditions

actually occurred and/or the ettects ot the changed condi-

tions on the contractor's pertormance. Some examples ot

changed conditions include the tollowing (9:28; 38:140):

1. Failure by the owner to disclose superior know-

ledge in the documents

2. Subsurtace conditions not as indicated by soil

borings
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3. Failure by preceding contractor to complete work

on tVme.

In most instances changed conditions cannot be anticipated

or are of such diverse character that they are not readily

controllable (4i). They occur most often below ground rather

than above ground. Since heavy subsurface construction work

is extremely expensive today, changed conditions associated

with underground work are usually extremely costly, running

into millions off dollars (141:154-155).

Constructive changes. Constructive changes are

changes other than those directed by the coi.cracting officer

that lead to extra costs for the contractor (241:469). This

type of change occurs when some act committed by the govern-

ment reasonably leads a contractor to believe that the gov-

ernment wants a change t.o the original contract., although

the government did not actually desire a change. Thus, dis-

putes in the area off constructive changes involve whether

a government act reasonably led the contractor to believe

the government wanted a change. The amount off adjustments

of money and construction time associated with the change

may also be disputed. Constructive changes have become

very popular dispute issues (241:469).

Conclusion

The literature identifies various types of claims

which occur in construction contracts. The claims closely
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resemble the claim categories described and listed in Chap-

ter One. Many of the studies in the literature also devel-

oped rankings of the frequency of occurrence of the various

types of claims. There is quite a disparity between the

rankings provided in these studies. Thus, an absolute rank-

ing of the frequency of occurrence of the various claim

categories does not exist.

For two of the types of claims, defective specifi-

cations claims and inspection claims, comprehensive rankings

of the frequency of occurrence of the direct causes of these

types of claims have'been developed. However, no such rank-

ings of direct causes have been developed for the other types

of claims.

The literature also identifies many different types

of factors which tnfluence the occurrence of claims in con-

struction contracts:

1. Direct causes (closely resembling pertinent facts

as described in Chapter One) of specific types of claims;

2. Distinguishing characteristics of projects

(closely resembling project features as described in Chapter

One) which influence the likelihood of a claim occurring

3. A lack of contractor profit in the project which

influences the likelihood of a claim occurring

4. An a versarial relationship between the govern-

ment and contrac or which influences the likelihood of a

claim occurring.
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The relationship between the claims and their causes is very

complex and difficult to understand, since claims often result

from multiple causes.

No previous study has attempted to analyze this com-

plex network of factors.
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CHAPTER THREE

METHODOLOGY

Introduction

The methodology of this research included two steps:

data collection and data analysis.. The data collection step

involved gathering secondary data from a literature review

and primary data from sixty ASBCA cases. The data analysis

step involved applying statistical techniques to the primary

data from the data collection phase. Both steps of the

methodology are discussed in this chapter.

Data Collection

Sources of Data -. I

Secondary data were gathered in a co_ v

literature review on constructioti. n ract disputes and

related topics. The results of the literature review are

presented in Chapter Two. The role of this secondary data

was to help the authors determine what project features,

claim categories, and pertinent facts have been identified

by previous research. 1

Primary data from 60 disputed Air Force construction

contract cases wer'e collected by examining case decisions of

ASECA hearings. These case decisions, called "decisions"

henceforth, are bound in annual volumes with other Boards of
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Contract Appeals (BCA) decisions (3). They are written by

the presiding ASBCA judge.

Each decision contains an introduction, a "findings

of fact" section, and a section containing the judge's rul-

ing on individual claims. The introduction section is a

brief summary of the claims and major issues of the case.

It also includes a list of attorneys on the case for both j
the government and the contractor. The findings of fact sec-

tion contains an explanation of all facts relevant to the

nature of the claim(s). The section is actually a series of

"findings," sometimes numbered. Each finding deals with

some minor point of contention (subordinate to the claim) or

some fact which helps to clarify the reasons for the claim,

the role of the participants, or the participants' actions

"-during•b'te' perri v*,w%&&41,act. The discussion in

each finding is usually based on the judge's evaluation of

testimony by witnesses for both parties to the dispute.

The last element of the decision is the Judge's rul-

ings on the claims of the case. If the case is being de-

cided on the basis of entitlement (non-quantitative) only,

this section contains a etatement on the validity of each

party's position on the claims, and a ruling on which posi-

tion is correct. If the case is decided on the basis of

both entitlement and quantum, the ruling on each party's

position is followed by a ruling on the correct amounts of

time and/or money to be awarded. This section also includes "
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legal information, such as precedent citations or explana-

tions of appropriate legal procedures.

The ASBCA cases in the BCA casebooks can be distin-

guished from other BCA cases by using the various indices

at the beginning of each volume.

This study will only be concerned with disputes at

the ASBCA level (instead of cases from the other levels of

the dispute process described in Chapter One). There are

several reasons:

1. The ASBCA level is preferred over the Contract-

ing Officer level since the ASBCA case decisions are a more

uniform and objective reporting of the facts and outcomes

of a dispute than the individual contract case files (2).

2. Cases which have advanced to the ASBCA level

take on an added degree of significance over the Contract-

ing Officer level cases because the ASBCA level cases usu-

ally involve added administrative and professional costs

(6:72).

3. Judicial level cases are not considered because

- fewer cases advance to that level. The greater number of

construction contract disputes end up at the ASBCA level

(26).

4. The ASBCA deals with more defense contracts than

the judicial level courts and has more familiarity with

problems unique to defense construction contracts (6:72).
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The Research Population

The research population for this study consists of

all Air Force construction contract dispute cases which met

all of the following criteria:

1. The decision was rendered by the ASECA between

1977 and 1981.

2. The project was located within the United States.

3. The name of the Air Force base was mentioned in

the decision.

4~. The case was the initial appeal of a given dis-

pute, not a "reconsideration" of an earlier board decision.

These .criteria were established to ensure the appli-

cability of the findings to current Air Force construction

contract management in the U.S. The last two criteria also

ensured that the cases were Air Force cases and that all the

information items required for this study were present in

the decisions. There were 1011 cases in this population

(see Appendix C).

The Research Sample

The cases in the population were listed in chrono-

logical order and 60 were selected by a judgement sampling

technique. Starting with year 1981 of the population cases,

every other case was chosen until 60 cases had been selected,

which occurred in the year 1977. Later, the 60 cases were

divided up between team member s, who checked them again to

be sure that they met eligibility requirements. This
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forced removal of some cases from the population case list.

To fill those slots on the sample list, some of the cases

that had been skipped earlier in the sampling procedure

were selected.

The number of cases chosen (60) was based on prelim-.

inary estimates by the researchers of the amount of time

necessary to review and analyze an ASBCA case. This conven-

ience criterion was then used to estimate how many cases the

researchers could cover in a reasonable period of time.

lase Review Form

Once the sample cases had been selected, the next

step was to extract information from each case and put it

into a format which could be used for statistical analysis

and 1interpretation. In order to accomplish this, a case

review form was developed.

The case review form is a vehicle for recording

relevant information relating to claims. It fulfilled two

important roles:

1.It offered a central location for all relevant

information on a case. If It was necessary to refer to a

given case at a later point for clarification, the case

review form was a ready reference sheet.

2. It provided consistency among the evaluations

of different cases. Since the form contained the same ele-

ments of information for every case, it allowed cases to be
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evaluated on a common basis. This produced uniformity by

reducing the variation due to the individual characteris-

tics of the researchers.

Development of the Form

The first step in the design of the case review form

was to determine appropriate entries for the form. The

entries were based on applicable construction c~ontract infor-

mation from the literature review, the prior knowledge of

the researchers, and an initial review of eight ASBCA cases

(not necessarily the same as those on the sample list)(see

Appendix D). This initial case review, conducted by both

team members, was designed to find additional pertinent

facts and claim caterories, and to confirm the applicability

of those suggested by the literature review.

As a result of the initial case review and survey of

existing information, a draft case review form was developed.

The draft form was then used by both team members to review

another eight cases (different from those in the initial

case review, .and not necessarily the same as those in the

sample list). The results of the two case reviews were then

compared. This second case review was used to ensure the

case review form accurately collected the required informa-

tion from the cases. The review was also intended to ensure

that both team members had a similar understanding of the

meaning of the entries on the form.
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When the second case review was complete, a final

case review form was developed (Figure 3.1).

Description of the Form

The final case review form contains the following

five sections:

1. Heading. The heading section includes informa-

tion which helps to locate the case if the write-up in the

casebooks must be referred to later for more details. The

heading also helps to establish the identity of a given case

through the case number, date, and the name of contractor

(which is also the title of the case).

2. Case information. This section includes infor-

mation concerning t he outcome of the claim and the basis of

decision (entitlement and quantum), as well as the amounts

claimed and awarded.

3. Project features. -This information describes

the nature of the project associated with the claim. For

example, the type of work involved in the project and the

design discipline required for the work associated with the

claim are both mentioned.

4.~ Claim categories. These items are intended to

correspond directly to the claims of the cases. They might

be the actual title of a claim, based on a contract clause

(i.e., differing site conditions) or a general categoriza-

tion of the type of claim (i.e., ambiguous specifications).
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5. Pertinent facts. Pertinent facts help to ex-

plain why a given claim occurred. They give information

related to the performance phase of a project, and any other

facts the judge felt were pertinent to the nature of a

claim.

Using the Form

After the final case review form had been developed

and tested, it was used to examine the 60 cases in the sam-

ple. (See Appendix C for the completed forms.) In order to

decide which claim categories were appropriate in a given

decision, the concluding (rulings) section of the decision

was inspected. If there were two or more claims in one case

(a "multiple claim case"), a separate form was used for each

claim, since each claim had its own individual characteris-

tics, and could have been appealed apart from other claims

if the appellant had chosen to do so.

Appropriate pertinent facts could come from any

* part of the decision (introduction, findings, or rulings)

* as long as they were relevant to the nature of the claim.

A pertinent fact might relate to a contractor action or a

government action. It might have been based on a point

which was brought up by the contractor's attorney, the gov-

ernment's attorney, or the Judge himself. It was possible

to have more than one pertinent fact for a given claim cate-

gory. The final decisions on appropriateness of pertinent
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facts from each case were based on the team members' mutual

understanding of the meanings of the individual pertinent

facts on the case review form. Additional and new pertinent

facts were selected on the basis of a similar mutual under-

standing of the general nature of pertinent facts.

For multi-claim cases, an evaluation was made of

the applicable pertinent facts for each claim. In such

instances, one pertinent fact might relate tto all of the

claims. For example, in a case with two claims (differing

site conditions and ambiguous specifications), the same

pertinent fact (poor documentation) might apply to both

claim categories. On the other hand, each claim category

might have its own unique pertinent facts.

Each of the last three sections of the form contain

blanks for comments and additional items (project features,

claim categories, and pertinent facts). These blanks gave

the researchers an opportunity, while reading the cases,

to explain or expand on an item which was not clear-cut,

or to propose a new item if appropriate. The comments

blanks gave enough information concerning crucial issues

that it would not be necessary to refer to the casebooks if

a later reorganization of claim categories and pertinent

facts occurred. The additional item blanks were used to

list an appropriate project feature, claim category, or

pertinent fact that was not on the list.



~~? ~ J * -.-0-

Review of the Completed Forms

After all the cases in the sample had been reviewed,

the investigators determined what case information items,

project features, claim categories, and pertinent facts

resulted from the data collection step. As a result of the

conference, a list of these items was prepared (see Appendix

Coding and Categorizing the Information

The list of items resulting from the data collection

step was condensed to a list of four case information items,

five project features, seven claim categories, and eleven

pertinent facts. The condensing process was necessary for

efficient application of statistical techniques. Numerical

codes were then assigned to the lists of seven claim cate-

gories and eleven pertinent facts so that the data could be

statistically analyzed. Figure 3.2 presents an overview of

the coding process.

Project features were merged with case informatio n

to form a special group called "analysis factors." This

group was developed strictly for statistical analysis.

Although the two types of information have different mean-

ings, they have structures which are similar enough to war-

rant grouping them together for analysis purposes. Both

project features and case information have a number of dif-

ferent possible modes of occurrence. These modes of

74



711 5 4
Claim Pertinent Project CaseCat[egories Facts Features Information

9
Analysis
Factors

(plus)
Subcategories

7 11 9Code Values Code Values Code Values
(1 2, .. 1 (0,1,23,...,io)1 (1,2,...,9)

(plus)
code values

for
subcategories

Fig. 3.2. Coding process
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occurrence are called "subcategories" of analysis factors.

.For example, the analysis factor "design discipline" has

four siilbcategories: electrical, mechanical, civil, and

structa~ral. Some analysis factors (such as size of contract)

did not have a clear set of existing subcategories because

their possible values ranged in whole number intervals from

zero to the largest values. Arbitrary subcategories were

developed for these analysis factors, and numerical codes

were assigned to all analysis factors and their subcatego-

ries.

The result of establishing codes for analysis fac-

tors, pertinent facts, and claim categories was a code list

(see Appendix F). The coding of the actual data was then

performed by assigning appropriate code values (from the

code list) to analysis factors, claim categories, and perti-

nent facts from the case review forms. The following

sequence was used to list the code values for each claim:

1. Analysis factor code

2. Subcateogry code

3. Claim category code

4. Pertinent fact code

Two of the analysis factors, "award amount" and "claim

amount," did not appear in every claim. They were omitted

from some sets of data elements.

The results of the coding process were alist of data

points, each corresponding to a different combination of
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analysis factors, claim categories, and pertinent facts.

Data Analysis

An analysis of the data was performed to identify

relationships existing between the following three types

of factors: 1) analysis factors, 2) pertinent facts, and-

3) claim categories. The main focus was on identifying

strongly positive correlations, since these correlations

would enable conclusions to be drawn.

The analysi3 was performed through an incremental

process, using a computerized statistical package called

the Biomedical Parametric Package CBMDP)(1O). First,

acceptable contingency tables had to 'be produced for analy-

sis factors versus pertinent facts versus claim categories.

The contingency tables had to meet two criteria:

1. The contingency tables had to contain a small

number of sampling zeros.

2. The combination of categories corresponding to

each cell of the table had to interact to provide meaning-

ful information.

Sampling errors appear as zero values in the cells

of contingency tables. These zeros occur because the combi-

nation of events corresponding to the zero-value cells does

not occur within the sampling data.

Contingency tables with a high percentage of sam-

pling zeros provide misleading statistical results. The
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dependency within-, a contingency table is determined by the

degree of trends within the data. A zero-value cell results

in a strong negative correlation between those events corre-

sponding to the zero-value cell. Thus, a high number of

sampling zeros leads to a high number of strongly negative

correlations. This high number of negative correlations

indicates a certain trend in the data--the tendency of cer-

tain combinations of events not to occur together. Since

the dependency within a contingency table is determined by

the degree of trends within the'data, this trend caused by

the sampling zeros indicates there is a statistically depen-

dent relationship between the different dimensions of the

table. This determination of a dependent relationship may

be misleading when a high number of sampling zeros exists,

because the cells containing positive values may not support

the finding of a statistically dependent relationship. As

such, the extension of the dependent relationship to the posi-

tive value cells may lead to faulty interpretations of the

data.

The number of zero-value cells can be reduced by a

process called "collapsing," which involves combining rows

or columns in such a way as to eliminate as many zero-value

cells A's possible, while still allowing for meaningful

interpretations.* Care was taken to collapse only categories

with appropriate similarities. Although collapsing normally

results in a reduction in the degree of specificity of
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conclusions, if categories are combined properly, the ana-

lyst can still develop more general but meaningful conclu-

sions.

Once acceptable contingency tables were produ~ced,

these tables were tested for statistically significant

dependent relationships between the various dimensions of

.the contingency tables. The Pearson Chi-Square Test was

used to determine dependence between the rows and columns

(10:252). Since the test for dependence was performed

at the 90 percent significance level, the a-value of the

test is 0.1. Thus, there is a statistically significant

relationship between the dimensions of a contingency table

when the p-value produced for the contingency table is less

than 0.1.

Residual values were produced for each cell of those

contingency tables which indicated dependent relationships

between the dimensions of the table. Since the "residuals

are measures of the difference between the observed and

expected values of the cells [10:2681,," the magnitudc at the

residuals indicates the degree at correlation betweeii ..e- o

cific categories of one dimension of the table and eeecific

categories of other dimensions of the table. The degree of

correlation indicates the tendency of specific values of the

different dimensions of tables to occur together. Specific

interpretations were then drawn from these tendencies.
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CHAPTER FOUR

FINDINGS

Three-Way Analysis

The initial analysis irnvolved a three-dimensional

multiway table. The purpose of this analysis technique is

to

attain a description of the relationship between
the factors of' the table,, either by forming a molel
for the data or by testing and ordering the importance
of interactions between the factors [10:297).

The three dimensions of the table were: 1) analysis factors,

2) pertinent facts, and 3) claim categories. Due to the

nature of the data, one dimension of each table consisted

of the subcategories of one of the analysis factors, and

the second and third dimensions of each table included all

of the pertinent facts and claim categories, respectively.

(A three-way analysis is illustrated in Table 14.1.)

In the first set of three-dimensional tables pro-

duced, the claim categories and pertinent facts were grouped

into 7 and 11 categories, respectively (see Appendix H).

Total numbers of occurrences of each analysis factor, perti-

nent fact, and claim category were provided with each table

(Table 4.2). These total values indicated that an insignif-

icant number of data points existed for award amount, so

this analysis factor was omitted from further analysis.
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TABLE 4.2

TOTAL OCCURRENCES OF VARIABLES

Subcategories Total Subcategories Total

ENTLMT* 100 FR5T20T 18

BOTH 26 FR20T50T 33

KTR 37 OVER50T 12

GOVT 89 UNDERIT 12

ELEC 18 FRIT1OT 5

MECH 13 OVER1OT 6

CIVIL 32 UND100T 39

STRUC 70 FR100TIM 44

NE 17 OVERIMIL 214

SE 28

MIDWEST 52 Claim Categories Total

WEST 29 DELAY 18

TAC 32 ERROR 11

SAC 30 DIFFSC 18

MAC 23 CHANGES 21

OTHER 41 AMBIG 36

NEWCONSTR 36 OMISS 10

ADDTN 26 COPROB 21

ALTER. 25

REPAIR 42

UNDER5T 33

*Names of subcategories and other variables are
shown as computerized variable names (see Appendix G).
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TABLE 4.2 - Continued

Pertinent Facts Total

NONE 15

FAILREAD 2 4

SITEINV 11

KTRDELAY 11

ADDITIVE 4

UNDERES 5

WARRANTY 2

GOVTMGT 16

KTRMGT 25

"KTREXP 13

SUBMTL 7
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Additionally, these tables included a great many sampling

zeros (see example, Table 14.1). which indicated that the

statistical findings were unreliable. Thus, the categories

of this first set of tables had to be collapsed to reduce

the number of sampling zeros.

It was determined that collapsing pertinent fact

categories would be more beneficial than collapsing either

claim categories or analysis factors. Not only did many of

the pertinent fact categories contain a high percentage of

sampling zeros, but these categories also exhibited the

greatest degree of similarity between categories.

The pertinent fact categories were collapsed through

an incremental process in an attempt to produce a contin-

gency table with an acceptable number of sampling zeros,

which still provided for the most meaningful conclusions

possible. The pertinent facts were first reduced from 11 to

7 categories. The categories of additives, lWarranty, con-

tractor's experience, and submittals were selected as candi-

dates for collapsing. These categories occurred only a

total of 14. 2, 13, and 7 times, respectively, out of the

126 total occurrences of pertinent facts. Additives was

combined with failure to tead specifications; warranty and

contractor's experience combined with Contractor's manage-

ment; and tubmittals was combined with government management.

These groupings were selected-based on similarities between

the categories. However, the tables produced using these
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new groupings of pertinent fact categories still contained

nearly 50 percent sampling zeros (see Table 4.3). Thus,

the pertinent fact categories had to be further collapsed.

The pertinent facts were next collapsed to 4 cate-

gories. The categories considered for collapsing were

site investigation, contractor delay, additive, underesti-

mation, warranty, contractor's experience, and submittals.

These categories contained total values of 12, 1I, 4, 5, 2,

13, and 7, respectively. Table 4.4 indicates which cate-

gories were grouped together and the titles given to these

groupings. This level of collapsing represented the mini-

mum level to which pertinent facts could be collapsed and

still provide for meaningful interpretations of the data.

However, within these three-dimensional tables nearly one-

third of the cells still contained sampling zeros--too large

a number of zero value cells to provide reliable statistical

findings (see example, Table 4.5).

In order to further reduce the sampling zeros to an

acceptable level, either analysis factors or claim catego-

ries had to be further collapsed. After careful considera-

tion of both types of factors, it was determined that only

claim categories could be further collapsed. Therefore, the

categories of omission and errors in specifications werj com-

bined with ambiguous specifications to reduce the claim

categories from seven to five. Three-way contingency tables

were then produced for each analysis factor witn five claim
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TABLE 4.3

EXAMPLE OF THREE-WAY CONTINGENCY TABLE
WITH SEVEN PERTINENT FACT CATEGORIES

7
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TABLE 4.41

COLLAPSING OF PERTINENT FACTS FROM 11 TO 4{ CATEGORIES

List of' 4 Collapsed List of~ 11 Previously
Categories Existing Categories

1. None None

2. Prebid Issues Failure to Read Specifi-
cations

Site Investigat±on

Additive

Underestimation

3. Contractor Management Contractor Delay

S Warranty

Contractor' s Experience

Contractor' s Management

Submittals

//

4i. Government Management Government Management
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TABLE 14.5

EXAMPLE OF THREE-WAY CONTINGENCY TABLE
WITH FOUVR PERTINENT FACT CATEGORIES

fift POLL3Wlh: rA3Lr IS £4ALUZ:U.
3c cc pp (01 KRG O1V

I C I I.3NE PiRemeRZ rxScaro
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4XIqss I a
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ERRORf 1 0 S 0 S
CHANGSC I I a 1. 6
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axis$ I 1 9 S
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comaus I a a a a

RACSI I I a I a
ODZ~fS I a I a I
CHANGES 1 3 a 3 a

A.ftfg 1 0 12 * 4* a

CORO 1 t I 3.
eon m e n. C -e .e.......

o .poGR AlaLstso .560 IS 40OXO fo CAC14 ClLU £60?!

MEq TOTAL FPCOUtMC? ZS 13S

61



categories and four pertinent facts. However, these con-

tingency tables still contained more than 25 percent sam-

pling zeros (see example, Table 4I.6), so these tables were

still unacceptable.

Two-Way Analysis

Since no further collapsing could be accomplished

and still provide meaningful information regarding three-

way relationships between the three types of factors, two-

dimensional analysis was performed. Transitioning from

three-way to two-way analysis has essentially the same

effect as if all categories in one of the dimensions were

collapsed into only one category. Thus, two-dimensional

analysis should produce substantially fewe- sampling zeros

than did three-dimensional analysis.

Analysis was then performed on the following two-

dimensional sets:

1. Analysis factors and claim categories

2. Analysis factors and pertinent facts

3. Pertinent fact3 and claim categories

The same inuremental process of collapsing that was

used in the three-way analysis was also used in the two-

dimensional analysis. An acceptable number of sampling

zeros occurred with tables at the point where pertinent

facts had been collapsed to four categories, and neither

claim categories nor analysis factors had been collapsed.
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TABLE 4.6

EXAMPLE OF THREE-WAY CONTINGENCY TABLE WITH FOUR
PERTINENT FACT CATEGORIES AND FIVE CLAIM CATEGORIES
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Test for Dependence Between Factors

The Pearson Chi-Square Test was then performed on

the two-dimensional tables in which pertinent facts had

been collapsed to four categories. Since the test was per-

formed at the 90 percent significance level, the probability

value (p-value) provided with each contingency table was comn-

pared against an a of 0.1. If the p-value was less-than

a- 0.1, then a dependent relationship existed between the

dimensions of the table (see Table 14.7).

The three different combinations of factors listed

below were treated as three separate sets for possible

further analysis:

1. Analysis factors and claim categories

2. Pertinent facts and claim categories

3. Analysis factors and pertinent facts

Unless every table within a set indicated a dependent rela-

tionship between its two dimensions, the entire set of

tables was omitted from further analysis. By omitting cate-

gories that did not meet this criterion, a more consistent

level of conclusions may later be drawn from the analysis.

Thus, only analysis factors vers%" claim categories and per-

tinent facts versus claim categories were considered for

further analysis. Analysis factors versus pertinent facts

was omitted at this point from all further analysis.
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Residual Values

As the last step of the actual statistical analysis

of the data, residual values were calculated for every cell

of the contingency tables of analysis factors versus claim

categories and pertinent facts versus claim categories.

These residual values represent the degree of correlation

between the categories of one dimension versus the catego-

ries of the other dimension for each of the tables. The

tables of-residual values are presented in Table 14.8 through

4. 16.
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CHAPTER FIVE

DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS

Introduction

Once the residual values had been computed, the

next step was to identify and measure the dependency rela-.

tionships represented by the residuals. In order to evalu-

7ate the degree of dependency indicated by the residuals, the

following scale was established:

1. Residual values above 2.0 were considered to

represent a "heavy" positive dependency. A heavy positive

dependency means that it is very likely that the two factors

in question would occur together.

2. Values between 1.0 and 2.0 represented a "moder-

ate" positive dt;.'adency. This means that the two factors

are reasonably likely to occur together.

3. Values between zero and 1.0 represented a

"slight" positive dependency. This means that there is only

a small chance that the two factors will occur together.

4I. Values from zero to -1.0 represented a "slight"

negative dependency. This means that there is a slight

chance that the two factors will not occur together..

5. Values from -1.0 to -2.0 exhibit a "moderate"
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negative dependency: the two factors are reasonably

unlikely to occur together.

6. Values below -2.0 exhibit "heavy" negative depen-

dency. In other words, the two factors are very unlikely

to occur together.

After the degree-of-dependency scale had been estab-

lished, the two-way residuals tables were examined to iden-

tify those relationships which exhibited "heavy" or "moder-

ate" positive relationships. "Slight" relationships were

not identified, because it was felt that those relationships

were too weak to support meaningful conclusions. Negative
relationships were also excluded from consideration, since

conclusions based on them would direct attention away from

certain areas (by showing that some relationships were not

likely to occur), which is contrary to the intentions of

this research effort. As a result of examining the two-way

residuals, lists of the heavy and moderate positive rela-
Ii

tionships were prepared (Table 5.1).

Dependency Relationship Charts

The method chosen to portray the relationships from

the lists was a series of dependency relationship charts.

These charts display all the dependency relationships be-

tween each claim category and the appropriate pertinent

facts and analysis factor subcategories. Claim categories
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TABLE 5.1

LIST OF POSITIVE DEPENDENCY RELATIONSHIPS

Heavily Dependent Heavily Dependent (contd.)

SC* CC CC PF

KTR DIFFSC AMBIG PREBID

GOVT DELAY DELAY T'RMGT

GOVT AMBIG ERROR KTRMGT

BQTH CHANGES

STRUC ERROR Moderately Dependent

CIVIL DIFFSC SC CC

MECH AMBIG KTR ERROR

WEST OMISS KTR CHANGES

TAC DELAYS GOVT COPROB

MAC AMBIG ENTLMT AMBIG

SAC COPROB ENTLMT OMISS

ADDTN DIFFSC BOTH DELAY

ALTER AMBIG ELEC DIFFSC

NEWCONST OMISS STRUC CHANGES

UNDER5T DELAY CIVIL OMISS

OVERSOT COPROB SE DELAYS

OVERIMIL OMISS SE ERROR

WEST LRROR

NE DIFFSC

MIDWEST DIFFSC

* Computer variables names are used on this list
(see Appendix I).
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TABLE 5.1 - Continued

Moderately Dependent (contd.)

SC cc

SAC DIFFSC

TAC OMISS

REPAIR DELAY

NEW ERROR

NEW CHANOES

REPAIR CHANGES

ALTER CMISS

FR20T50T** ERROR

FR5T20T AMBIG

FR20T50T OMISS

OVERIMIL ERROR

OVERIMIL DIFFSC

FR100TIM CHANGES

FR100T1M AMBIG

UND100T COPROB

CC PF

DIFFSC PREBID

OMISS PREBID

CHANGES GOVTMGT

COPROB GOVTMGT

** The symbol "K" is used to represent thousands of

dollars in the remaining portions of this chapter.
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were chosen as the focal points of the charts for two

reasons:

1. Claim categories correspond to the nature of the

claim. Examining their relationship to project features ar~d

pertinent facts helps to resolve the central issues of con-

struction contract disputes.

2. Making claim categories the central elements

of the charts conforms to the overall dependency relation-

ships between variables which were demonstrated in the find-

ings (Chapter Three). The two relationships between vari-

ables which showed dependencies were claim categories and

pertinent facts, and claim categories and analysis factor

subcategories. There was no dependency between analysis

factors and pertinent facts. Since claim categories was

the common variable in the two dependency relationships,

it is logical to use it as the central variable for estab-

lishing individual relationships.

The left side of each thart depicts the heavy and

moderate positive dependency rqlationships between the

central claim category and various aralysis factor-subcate.-

gories. These relationships are represented by a list of

subcategories, with either solid or dashed lines showing,

respectively, heavy or moderate relationships with the cen-

tral claim category.

The charts also show dependency relationships

between the central claim category and pertinent facts. The
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claim category/pertinent fact relationships in the charts

are based on pertinent facts taken from the two-way analy-

sis, when pertinent facts had been reduced to four group-

ings. In order to amplify and clarify these relations~hips,

the charts also list pertinent facts which occurred with the I

central claim category in the original three-way analysis,

when eleven pertinent ficts were included in the analysis.

Only those three-way pertinent facts which were condensed

to the relevant two-way pertinent fact (in the transition

from eleven pertinent facts to four) are mentioned. These

"absorbed" pertinent facts (called "clarifying" pertinent

facts) appear directly under the main two-way pertinent fact,

and are followed (in parentheses) by the number of times

they occurred with the central claim category. There is no.

direct dependency relationship between these clarifying per-

tinent facts and the central claim category. However, they

help to show which components of the main two-way pertinent

fact contributed to the relationship between that pertinent

fact and the central claim category.

Ambiguous Specifications

In Figure 5.1, there are heavy positive dependency

relationships between ambiguous specifications and the

following subcategories: the contractor winning the care,

mechanical engineering projects, Military Airlift Command

(MAC) projects, or alterations projects. There are moderate
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Analyzis Factor Pertinent Fact
Subcategory (with clarifying

pertinent facts)

Won Case Issues

a) Failure to i'Mechanical2 read contract

Design documents ade-
quately (15)

MAC Project • AMBIGUOUS b) Inadequate .
SPECIFICATIONS site investiga-

tion (14)

Work ac) Additive-
related activi-

/ !ties (3)
i~ntitlement y /'

/ d) Contractor'

/ I underestimated
size of contract/

Claim Amount: / work (1)
$5K 20Ko $20K

Size of Contract:
$100K to $17,

KEY: heavy depend..

----- moderate

dependency

Fig. 5.1. Ambiguous specifications dependenc7
relationship chart
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positive dependencies between ambiguous specifications and

the following subcategories: entitlement as the basis of r
decision, claim amounts becween $5,000 and $20,000 ($20K),

* .1

and contracts between $100K and $1 million (M1M). In addi-

tion, there is a heavy positive dependency relationship

between ambiguous specifications and prebid issues. There

are four clarifying pertinent facts: contractor failure to

read the contract documents adequately, inadequate site
•4

investigation by the contractor, additive-related activities,

and underestimation of the size of the contract by the con- :1

tractor.
"I

Some of the dependency relationships with ambiguous

specifications require additional explanation. Two of these

are the heavy dependencies between mechanical design and

ambiguous specifications, and alterations projects and ambig-

uous specifications. These relationships suggest that

mechanical engineering projects and alterations projects are

particularly likely to be considered amb.tguous. The con- 71
tract manager should be sensitive to projects that involve

either of those two characteristics. Even if an ambiguous

specificationsproblem is really of contractor origin, such A -

contract manager sensitivity might lead to a reduced chance

of a claim.

The main pertinent fact is prebid issues. The

strongest clarifying pertinent fact for prebid issues is

the contractor failing to adequately read the contract

83 -
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documents. In conjunction with ambiguous specifications

claims, this means that the contractor often claims that

specifications are ambiguous when his own inadequate read-

ing of the specifications is actually at fault. This con-

tractor problem, as well as those others which form prebid

issues, is really beyond the control of the Air Force con-

struction contract manager. Nonetheless, it is valuable

for the contract manager to understand that the source of

many contractor claims is actually the contractor's failure

to read the contract documents sufficiently. Knowing the

source of the problem may make it easier to guide the con-

tractor to a solution that does not involve meeting in

court.

Mnother clarifying pertinent fact is a failure by

the contractor to perform an adequate site investigation.

Here, the contractor encountered a problem which he felt

was due to the specifications being ambiguous, when a proper

mite investigation prior to starting the job would have

prevented any confusion regarding that portion of the speci-

fications. For example, there might have been confusion

over a dimension on the drawings, and a site investigati~on

would have clarified the nature of that dimension at the

site. Again, this is a situation which is outside the con-

trol of the Air Force construction contract manager.

The remaining two clarifying pertinent facts,

additive-related activities and contractor underestimal~on,P
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are tied to ambiguous specifications by contractor over-

sights. If the contractor claims ambiguous specificationsI

when one of these pertinent facts occurs, a misunderstand-

ing happened in-the early stages of the construction con-

tract process. With additives, the problem could have been

a confusion by the contractor about the requirements of an

additive. Later, he might claim that the corresponding por-

tion of the specifications (relating to those requirements)4

was ambiguous. With an. underestimating problem, the con-

tractor might claim that an ambiguous specification caused

him to miss a certain requirement when he prepared his cost

estimate. Both of these problems relate to contractor over-

sights, and are outside the control of the Air Force con-

struction contract manager. However, it is reasonable for4
the Air Force manager to improve his attention to con-

tractor understanding of project requirements.

Delays

The central claim category in Figure 5.2, delays,

has heavy positive deý,:ndency relationships with three

subcategories: the government winning the case, Tactical

Airlift Command (TAC) projects, and claim amounts less than

$5K. There are moderate de~pendency relationships between

delays and three other subcategories: decisions on the

basis of both entitlement and quantum, projects in the

southeast part of the country, and repairs type projects.
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Analysis Factor Pertinent Fact
Subcategory (with clarifyin•

pertinent facts)

Government CONTRACTOR
Won Case .MANAGEMENT

a) Contractor
TAC Project delays (9)

b) Contractor
Clai Amont DLAYSmanagement (3)Less Than $5K

c) Submittals (1)

I Both Entitlement '/,
and Quantum / /

/ /

it"
E Jobs in S.E. L
Unte States /

Repairs Work

KEY: heavy dependenc

------ moderate depend.

Fig. 5.2. Delays dependency relationship chart
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The pertinent fact which has a heavily dependent relation-

ship with delays Is contractor management. The clarif'yingV

pertinent facts are contractor delays, contractor manage-

ment activities, and submittals.

The moderate dependency relationship between delays

and claim amounts less than $5K is not surprising. When

delays occur, the damage caused to the contractor is usually

less severe than it would be for problems associated with l

other types of claims. Often, the contractor will agree

that some of the delay was his responsibility, but that the

government was the main cause of the delay. The contractor E

then wishes to be compensated for any expenses associated

with the delay. Since these expenses are not usually related

to major changes in manpower or procedures, the amounts

claimed will be smaller.

The largest clarifying pertinent fact for delays is

contractor delay problems, which occur when the contractor

delays in taking necessary action during any phase of the

project. This situation is another example of a claim

which is actually due to contractor mismanagement. The

second clarifying pertinent fact, contractor management,

is also an area of' contractor control. The contractor man-

agement activities related to delays include poor documen-

tation, personnel problems, and sampling procedures. If the

contractor fails in his management of these activities, the

resulting delays would be due to contractor mismanagement.
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Both clarifying pertinent facts are outside the control of

the Air Force construction contract manager. However, his Ir

awareness of these sources of delay claims can help the Air

Force manager to handle delay situations.

Differing Site Conditions

The differing site conditions dependency relation-

ship chart (Figure 5.3) depicts heavy positive relation- • r
ships between differing site conditions and three analysis

factors: additions-type work, civilengineering projects,

and the contractor winning the case. Also there are moder-

ate dependency relationships between differing site condi-

tions and four subcategories: electrical engineering proj-

ects, construction projects in the northeast and midwest

U.S., Strategic Airlift Command (SAC) projects, and con-

tracts larger than $1M. Differing site conditions has a

moderate dependency relationship with one pertinent fact,.

prebid issues. There are two clarifying pertinent facts:

inadequate site investigation and failure to read the con-

tract documents adequately. Several of the dependency rela-

tionships require further explanation.

The heavy relationship between differing site con-

ditions and civil engineering pro ects confirms a common

impression about differing site c nditions. Civil Engineer-

ing projects include excavation, d illing, and other simi-

lar subsurface jobs. Although it is common to perform soi. I-

88

,-.-..

S. .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .~~~p . . . . . .... .. .- .. . .. .



r

Analysis Factor Pertinent Fact
Subcategory (with clarifying

pertinent facts)

Contractor [
Won Case

PREBID
ISSUESAddit ions ISU .

Workt'•

a) Inadequate
/ site investiga-

DIFFERING / tion (7)Electrical ST

Design CONDITIONS
b) Failure to
read contract
documents

Jobs in -- 0 i/ adequately (2) r..
N.E. U.S.

-II I ".

Midwest U.S. / g
/ I

, ISAC .Jobs -- o
I

Contracts

Over $1M

KEY: heavy depe.ndenc y

moderate depend.

Fig. 5.3. Differing site conditions dependency
relationship chart

89

.1.



borings and other tests of subsurface conditions, there are

some conditions which cannot be identified even from a rea-

sonable investigation. The possibilities for encountering

a differing condition associated with a subsurface problem

at the site are high. The moderate relationship between

differing site conditions and electrical engineering proj-

ects shows that there are also fairly high possibilities

for encountering differing site conditions associated with

electrical engineering portions of a project.

Differing site conditions are also heavily related

to large contracts (over $1M4). This is not surprising,

since the type of work associated with large contracts is

so complex that the chances of the site conditions corre-

sponding exactly to the conditions described prior to the

job execution are small. It is more difficult for the

designers, engineers, and contractors to anticipate every

possible characteristic of the site in large contracts than

in smaller contracts.

The relationship between differing site conditions

and prebid issues points out the importance of preparation

before work begins in order to reduce the likelihood of a

differing site condition occurring. The clarifying perti-

nent facts are inadequate site investigation and contractor

failure to read the contract documents. Contractor failure

in either respect indicates that his poor preparation
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prevented him from detecting a differing site condition

prior to commencement of work.

Errors in Design

In the errors dependency relationship chart (FigureI

5.4)9 there is a heavy positive dependency relationship

between errors in design and structural engineering projeccs.

There are mcderate dependency relationships between errors

in design and the contractor winning the case, projects in

the southeast and west, new construction projects, claims

between $20K and *50K. and contracts above $1M. Also, there

is a heavy positive dependency between errors-in design

and contractor management. The clarifying pertinent facts ¶
are contractor management activities, warranties, submittals,

and the previous experie3nce or the contractor. Several or

the dependency relationships requira further explanation.

The moderate relationships between errors in design

and new construction or large projects are not surprising.

Large or new construction projects require a wide variety

of design skills (although structural design skills are

most frequently required). Alrso, the designs for these proj-

ects are usually more complex than those for other types of

projects. These factors mean that there is a greater like-

lihood of design errors occurring with large or new con-

struction contracts.

The heavy relationship between structural design
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Analysis Factor Pertinent Fact
Subcategory (with clarifying .

pertinent facts)

Design
W ContractorI \

ContCase tr CONTRACTORwcMANAGEMENT "r

Jobs in a) Contractor
S.E. U.S. management

activities (4)

Jobs in -- ERRORS b) Warranty (2)Jobs i ... _-tERR
EWest U.S. "

' #/ c) Submittals (2)

New Construction #d)onrcr
Experience (1)

Claims Between',
$20K and $50K

I ,

Contract Size:.
above $1M_

KEY: heavy dependerny

------- moderate depend.

Fig. 5.4. Errors dependency relationship chart
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and errors points out the difficulties associated with

designing structural types of projects. Since structural

projects also encompass a wide range of components, the

chances of producing a flawed design are greater.

The relationship between error in design and con-

tractor management shows that a situation perceived to be

a government management problem during the design phase

might actually be a contra'-tor management problem. The

largest clarifying pertinent fact, contractor management

activities, often occurs when inadequate contractor records

and procedures cause the :ontractor to believe that a flkwed

design was cLcponsible for his problems. Similarly, war-

ranty and submittal-related contractor management problems

might cause him to blame the problem on flawed design.

These situations are out if the Air Force construction con-

tract manager's control. Nonetheless, an increased aware-

ness of these problems could help the Air Force manager to

understand the source of contractor confusion on design

errors and related issues.

Omissions/Conflicts in Specifications

A strong positive correlation exists between omis-

sion/conftlict claims and new construction projects, large

contracts or construction projects in the west (see Figure

5.5). Th s type of claim also exhibited moderate relation-

ships with cases heard only for entitlement, civil
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Analysis Factor Pertinent Fact
ubaB-tegor-es (with clarifying

pertinent facts)

Jobs in 1;

West U.S.:i

SNew Construction I

SContract Size PREBID
Above $1IM / ISSUES

OMISSION/ a) Contractor
Entitlement' CONFLICT failed to read

contract ade-
quately (5)/ II-,

I/ /11

Civil- Engineering /it b) Inadequate
Design II site investiga-

tion (1),II '.

I:1:TAC prjets -.

, I
________.I

Alterations Jobs
I-

Claims Between --_.j
$20K to $50K

KEY: heavy dependency

- ------ moderate depend.

Fig. 5.5. Omission/conflict dependency relationship
chart
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engineering type work, projects in TAC, alterations projects,

or claims between $20K and $50K, as well as with the perti-

nent facts grouping called prebid issues. The clarifying

pertinent facts for prebid issues are failure of the contrac-

tor to read the specifications adequately and failure to W,

investigate the construction site adequately. Several of

these relat-ionships are further explained and discussed in

the following paragraphs.

The relationships that exist between omission/con-

flict claims and new or large construction projects are not

surprising. These types of projects are generally accompa-

nied by voluminous and/or complex specifications due to the

magnitude of the job and/or the fact that many design dis-

ciplines must interact during preparation of the specifica-

tions. Thus, a strongly positive dependent relationship

between omission/conflict claims and new or large construc-

tion projects is understandable. In contrast, the relation-

ship between civil engineering-type work and omission/con-

flict claims is surprising. Since civil engineering-related

specifications generally do not contain technically compli-

cated information or numerous minute details, omission or

conflicts would not be expected to occur frequently in this

type of specification. Nevertheless, a strongly positive

dependent relationship was displayed between omission/con-

flict claims and civil engineering-type work.

Although the moderately positive correlation between
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omission/conflict claims E.nd prebid issues merely confirms

an expected relationship, a closer analysis or the clari-

fying pertinent fact categories 1.ithin the prebid issues

grouping reveals some interesting facts. The clarifying

pertinent fact which occurred most frequently was failure of

the contractor to read the specifications adequately. With

respect to omission/conflict claims, this pertinent fact

usually entails the contractor's not reading the contract

document as a whole, and thus hii; interpretation of the

specification is not the same as would be expected of a

reasonably informed person.

Another clarifying pertinent fact which occurred

with omission/conflict claims involved failure of the con-

tractor to investigate the construction site adequately

prior to bidding. This pertinent fact occurred only infre- C

quently with onission/conflict claims; however, when it did

occur, it usually played a very important role in the claim.

Basically, the contract requires the contractor to visit

the Job site prior to submitting a bid. The purpose of

this site visit is to make the contractor more aware of any

obvious site conditions which may affect his performance of

the Job. Additionally, the contractor is required to

apprise the government of any obvious conflicts or omissions

in the specification prior to bidding. Therefore, by com-

bining these two responsibilities, if the site visit uncov-

ers an omission or conflict in the specifications, the
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contractor is rerponsible for notifying the. government of

this omission or conflict prior to bidding* Thus, if the

contractor does not notify the government of an omission or ~

conflict which should have become obvious upon visiting the

site, the contractor is responsible I"or the misunderstanding

between the contractor and government caused by the omission

or-.conflict.

The construction contract manager can dc very little r
to insure the contractor adequately performs the responsi-.

bilities described in the above two paragraphs. However, to

a limited degree the specifications also often contribute

to the problem. A lack of organization and/or conciseness

in the specifications often leads to the contractor not read-

ing the specifications adequately. Also, failure by the con-r

tractor to adequately visit the site becomes an important

point in omission/conflict claims when the site visit would

have made the omission or conflict obvious; however, it the

omission or conflict had not existed, the site-visit might 9

not have become a critical issue. Thus, the occurrence of ' .

omission/conflict claims could be indirectly controlled by

the construction contract manager insuring that only com-

,plete and easy-to-read specifications are produced. The

moderately positive correlation between this claim category-

and large claim amounts further supports the need for con-

struction contract managers-.to control the problems associ- 1

ated with omissions and conflicts in specifications.
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Changes

A strong positive correlation exists between changes

claims and disputes involving issues of both entitlement and

quantum (see Figure 5.6). Changes claims also display a

moderately positive correlation with new construction or

repair projects, structural projects,, contracts from $100K

to $1M.! or contractor won claims, as well as with the perti-

nent tact of government management. Several of the above

cited relationships are further explained and discussed in

the following paragraphs.

The tendency for changes claims to involve issues ýof

both entitlement and quantum supports the fact that changes

claims are often related to whether a change has occurred,

as well as the determination of reasonable time and money

considerations associated with the change.

The moderate tendency for new construction or stru~c-

tural projects to result in changes claims is probably due'

to certain characteristics of these types of projects.

There are certain inherent difficulties in developing a

specification for new construction. New construction en-

tails more unknwn requirements to be developed into specifi-

cations than addition, alteration or repair projects. This

increases the likelihood of oversights. Also, specifica- A

tions for new construction frequently require the combined

efforts of more than one design discipline. Failure to

properly coordinate the various design disciplines may

98



r

Analysis Factor Pertinent Fact
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result in an inadequate specification. Similarly, both new

construction and structural projects usually entail the

assemblage of many detailed components, for which it is dif-

ficult to prepare cohesive specifications that are free of

defects. The complexity and miscellaneity of specifications

for new construction and structural projects may also result

in a doecument that is difficult for inspectors and contrac-

tors to fully comprehend.

Thus, since c onstruction contract managers otten do

not fully comprehend the specifications tor' new construction

and structural projects, they are more likely to unknowingly

commit constructive changes or demand performance beyond

contractual requirements. These actions often result in

changes claims. However, even if the contract manager1

avoids the above cited pitfalls, he or she often encounters

the need to make changes to compensate for defects in the

specifications. Frequently the specific time and money con-

siderations associated with a change are decided after *he

work involved in the change has been performed. Since the

government and contractors often fail at this later date to

agree on the terms of the change, changes claims may result.

The changes claim category involves: 1) problems

with the government demanding a degree of performance by the J
contractor beyond contractual requirements, 2) constructive

changes, and 3) difficulty between the government and con-
tractor in agreeing on reasonable monetary and time
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considerations associated with a change to the specifica-

tions. The pertinent fact category of government manage- r
ment involves: 1) changes in contracting officer or inspec-

tors, 2) inexperienced inspectors, and 3) adversary rela-

tionships. Some possible explanatio~ns of the manner inr

which these elements within changes claims interact with the

elements within government management are-.presented in the

following paragraphs. ,

One possible explanation of the relationship between

changes claims and government management involves changes in

contracting officers or inspectors during the performance of

a contract. Personnel changes often result in contract man-

agers that are unfamiliar with the requirements of the con-

tract and/or the events that have transpired during earlier

performance of the contract. If the contract manager does

not fully understand the requirements of the specifications,

he or she is more likely to create errors such as committingP

constructive changes and demanding performance beyond con-

tract requirements. The contract manager's unfamiliarity .

with the specifications and lack of knowledge of past events

regarding the contrac.tor's performance may also impair the

contract manager's abili,ýy to negotiate the terms of changes

with the contractor.

Another explanation concerns inexperienced contract

managers who are not fully aware of 'their authority and

responsibilities. These individuals are more likely to

101



unknowingly commit constructive changes and to demand per-

formance beyond contract requirements. Inexperienced per-

sonnel are also probably not as adept at negotiating the

terms of changes.

Inexperienced personnel are frequently unaware of

the procedures and requirements of good documentation. Poor

documentation further accentuates problems associated with

changes in contracting officer/inspectors, since the new con- p

tract managers have no history of earlier performance of the

contract. Additionally, without good documentation the

government cannot provide facts in support or itself during

changes claims.

One final explanation of this relationship Involves

the exi 'sternce of adversary relationships, which inhibit

successful communication between the government and contrac-

tor. This lack of communication makes it more difficult to

negotiate the terms of a change. Also, when an adversary

relationship exists, the contractor is likely to try to do

as little work as possible, while the contract managers

- attempt to Insure that the contractor performs all require-

ments of the contract. In these situations, frequent con-

frontations occur between the two parties to the contract.

This creates tension and increases the likelihood of Inspec-

tore committing constructive changes or overstepping their

authority by ordering the contractor to perform beyond con-2

tractual requirements.
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It appears the government has control over those

factors contributing to the occurrence of changes claims.

The moderately positive relationship between changes claims

and the likelihood of contractors to win these claims indi-

cates this may be a fruitful area for the attention of con-

tract managers. x

Contract ing Officer Problems

Stongly positive correlations' exist between con-

tracting officer problem claims and SAC projects or claims

over $50K (Figure 5.7). Contracting officer problem claims

also displayed moderately positive correlations with con-

tracts under $100K or government won claims, as well as with

the pertinent fact category of government management.

The moderately positive relationship between con-.

tracting officer problem claims and contracts below $100K I

implies that the contracting officer does not pay enough

attention to small contracts. This method of managing con- -

tracts would seem appropriate if it were not for the

strongly dependent relationship between contracting officer

problem claims and claims over $50K.

A closer examination of the contracting officer

problem claim category and the pertinent fact of government

management presents many possible explanations of the rela-

tionship between these two categories. The contracting

officer problem claim category involves: 1) contract
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manager improperly rejecting work, acting outside of his

authority, improperly withholding payment; 2) overzealous

inspection; and 3) nontimely performance of contracting

officer duties. The pertinent fact category of government

management involves: 1) changes in contracting officer/

inspactors, 2) inexperienced inspectors, and 3) adversary

relationships. The following paragraphs describe some pos-

sible situations in which contractor management may lead to

contracting officer problem claims.

A change in contractor management personnel may lead

to a number of different contracting officer problem claims.

These changes in personnel often result in the contract

being managed by one individual who knows less than his

predecessor about the requirements of the contract or past

events during earlier phases of contract performance. In

these situations, there is a stonger likelihood of the con-

tracting officer's improperly rejecting work or withholding

payment due to his lack of knowledge of contract require-

ments/past events. -There is also a greater potenti.al for

nontimely performance of contracting officer duties, due to

the tendency of activities to not be performed in a timely

manner during transfer of responsibilities.

Also, the experience level of the contract's would- r.

be manager may increase the likelihood of contracting officer

problem claims. Generally, experienced individuals are more

aware of their responsibilities and authority, as well as
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the warning signs off claims. -This better enables experi-

enced individuals to take action to avoid claims. Thus, r
inexperienced personnel are more likely to become involved

in claims.

Additionally, the existence of' an adversary rela-

tionship may lead to the occurrence off overzealous inspec-

tion due to the many conffrontations that typically develop

when the contractor and government are not working in a

cooperative manner.

These possible scenarios described above are gen-

erally controllable by the government. However, there is

a moderat'- tendency ffor the government to win these cases,

a fact which would indicate that this claim category is not

a major problem.
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CHAPTER SIX

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Conclusions

Our data were insufficient for a three-way analysis

of the factors affecting claims in construction contracts.

However, the data did enable us to perform analysis of the

various two-way relationships between claim categories,

pertinent facts, and project features. The analysis per-

formed on the data allowed us to meet the original objec-

tives of the study.

The magnitude of the problems associated with each

type of claim can be determined through the relative fre-

quency of occurrences. The claim category of ambiguous

specifications showed a much higher than normal incidence

of occurrence; claims related to design errors and omission/

conflic' claims displayed a much lower than mean incidence

of occurrence. Each of the other types of claims occurr d

an approximately equal number of times. Thus, the most tre-

quent claims in Air Force construction contracts are ambig-

uous specifications.
r

All three of the claim categories cited above--

ambiguous specification claims, omission/conflict claims,
V

and errors in design claims--must be combined in order to r
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determine the magnitude of problems caused by defective

specifications. This grouping of claim categories comprises

4~5 percent of all claims. Thus, the most frequent cause of

claims in construction contracts is defects in specifica-

tions, a finding of frequency also supported by information

in the literature.

An overriding concern when analyzing the magnitude

of problems in construction contracts is whether the claims

are sustained br denied by the presiding ASBCA judge. In

the sample data for this study, 71 percent of all construc-

tion claims were denied at the ASBCA level. This large pei- -

centage indicates that most of the problems in constructicAi

contracts that lead to claims are determined to be the fa~lt

of the contractor and not the government. However, the

existence of strongly positive relationships between contrac-

tor won cases versus ambiguous specification claims or dif-

fering site condition claims, and moderately positive rela-

tionships between contractor won cases versus error claims

or changes claims, indicates that those ASBCA cases the con-.

tractor wins usually involve claims related to ambiguous

specifications, differing site conditions, errors in the

specifications, or changes. As such, perhaps the construc-

tion contract manager should direct his efforts at actions

which decrease the likelihood of occurrence of these types

of claims.

The pertinent fact categories (see Table 5.2) which

108



occur most frequently involve contractors improperly per-

forming their responsibilities: 1) failure of the contrac-r

tor to read the specifications adequately occurred 24 times;

2) mismanagement by the contractor occurred 25 times;

3) inadequate site'investigati~on by the contractor prior tor

bidding and contractor delays occ~urred 11 times each; and

4) the contractor underestimating the size of the contract

occurred 5 times. These pertinent facts help to explain whyr

most of the contractors' claims are denied by the ASECA.

Additionally, it appears that the government has very little

control over the occurrence of many types of claims. or
Similarly, positive relationships exist between con-

tractor management versus errors in the specificatio ns or

delays.. Since contractor management problems are often rel-

atively uncontrollable by the contract managers, the govern-

ment can do little to affect the occurrence of these types

of claims. However, this by no means implies that the con-r

tract manager should not attempt to reduce the occurrence of

these types of claims. The contract manager does have a

very slight degree of control over some of the claims

related to defective specifications and delays, and every-

thing possible must be done to avoid these types of claims.

In contrast, the existence of moderately positive U

relationships between government management versus changes

claims or contracting officer problem claims indicates the

government has a very substantial degree of control over
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these two types of claims. Additionally, moderately posi-

tive relationships exist between government won cases versus

contracting officer problem claims and contractor won cases

versus changes claims. Although no statistically signifi-

cant relationship was supported between pertinent facts andr

analysis factors, the relationships described above imply

findings that may be valuable to the contract manager. Of

the two types of claims over which the government has a

reasonable degree of control, a tendency may exist for the

government to lose changes claims, but win contracting

officer problem claims. Thus, the contract manager should

direct his efforts first at actions that will decrease the

likelihood of occurrence of changes claims, and secondly

at Actions that will decrease the likelihood of contracting

officer problem claims.

Many types of interpretations can be drawn from the

relationships between analysis factors and claim categories,

and between pertinent facts and claim categories. These

conclusions are too numerous to mention here, but rather the

reader is referred to Chapter Five. However, there are also

relationships between analysis factors and claim categories

from which specific conclusions may not be drawn due to the

knowledge level of the researchers. Nevertheless, a con-

tract manager with a greater level of knowledge in this

general area may be able to formulate conclusions from these

relationships, or at least these relationships will make thew
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contract manager more aware of some of the possible causes

of claims. An awareness of these relationships should make

the contract manager more sensitive and perceptive with

respect to telltale signs that a specific type of claim is

developing.

Additionally, with respect to the relationships

between analysis factors and claim categories, many of the

dependent relationships are as would be expected. For

example, omissions in specifications are expected to occur

more frequently in large contracts than in small contractst

due to the added complexity created by the multitude of N

requirements frequently found in large contracts. Thus,

there is an inclination to regard these relationships as

normal and acceptable. However, if adequate compensation

were made in contracts for the special characteristics

which tend to accompany certain types of problems, then the

problems would not occur. For example, if actions were

taken in large contracts to avoid omissions in large speci-

ficat ions through more careful preparation of the specifica-

tions, omissions would probably occur no more frequently in

large contracts than in small contracts.

Most of the claims in construction contracts (71 L

percent) involve only issues of entitlement. This is prob-

ably due to the fact that at the time of the claim, the work

involved in the claim has already been done. Both parties

merely need the judge to determine which parts of the



contractor's claim are allowable; Once this entitlement

issue has been resolved, the government and contractor nego-

tiate exact dollar amounts by applying the standard rates

of cost for the particular materials, equipment, and labor

involved. Issues of quantum only result when the govern-

ment and contractor disagree on the standard rates for the

work involved, which seldom occurs.

,The dat'a source used for this study was the most

adequate of available sources; however, it was lacking in

several ways and substantially limited the research effort.

Although the data source contained much information of value

to a study of this type, there was not as much consistency

as would have been expected in the reporting of information

in the various cases, and each case did not contain a wide

enough range of information. A more adequate information

source would have provided a wider range of analysis factors

and pertinent facts for every contract, whether the facts

directly apply to a claim or not. Examples of this type

of information are the experience level of the specification V

writer (indicated by the individual's rank or pay grade),

the time involved in preparing the specifications, inter-

ruptions in the specification preparation, the award

bid versus the government's estimate and the bids of other

contractors, the number and size of changes issued during

contract performance, the contractor's ability to keep on

schedule, and the experience~ level of the inspectors and
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contracting officer, as well as any other comments supplied

by the contract managers.

Lastly, some of the less common claim categories

addressed in the literature did not appear in the data.

These claims include unfair policies/provisions and finan-

cial problems. It is to be expected that these uncommon

claims would not have been encountered in the data assembled

for this study. These claims might have been encountered

if the data were enlarged; however, this is not an important

issue since the purpose of this study was to analyze commnon

claim-related problems. r

Recommendations for Further Research

1. Our study examined cases from recent years
Ir

(1977-1981). An interesting variation would be to examine

similar five year periods further back in ASBCA history and

compare the results. If similar patterns emerged in all

the periods., it would show that the effect of overall trends

across ASBCA history is minimal. That outcome, in turn,

would permit analysis of a larger number of cases spanning a

wider time period.

2. If it were possible to gather more case infor-

mation, a three-dimensional (3-D) analysis might be possible.

The 3-D analysis would allow a larger set of conclusions to

be drawn, incorporating relationships of all three variables.

3. There are other sources of Air Force
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construction contract information (see Appendix K). How-

ever, the best Air Force-wide source at present is the case-

books. Providing that the other sources e~re later upgraded,

it would be worthwhile to use them as the basis of a wide-

scope study. The other sources draw information from proj-

ects which are not involved-in contract disputes, so it

would be interesting to compare the results of a study based

on the other sources to our results. Any non-disputed

projects thight still involve negotiations at the contracting

officer level. If the other information sources were

expanded to include such negotiation information, it would

be valuable to extract th~e key factors in the negotiation

process and compare them to the key factors in t he disputes

process.

Our study looked only at claims taken to the ASBCA.

It would be interesting to examine those Air Force construc-

tion cases which have reached the Court of Claims and to

isolate the common characteristics which cases in the two

bodies share. The contracting officer level could also be

examined to see which i sues are similar and dissimilar to

ASECA issues.

4. Our study was restricted to Air Force cases --

only. An alternate appr~,ach would be to examine construc-

tion contracts from othe\ services, or the Department of

Defense (DOD) as a whole.~ Cases from other services are

also available in the ECA casebooks. An overall study

114



N/

might provide a comparison of the services and reveal the

role of the Army Corps of Engineers (COE) in the process.

Since the COE deals with Army, Navy, and Air Force projects,

it would take a cross-service study to clarify their impact

on disputed construction contracts.

5. Another alternative approach to understanding

Air Force construction contract disputes is to perform a

case study of all disputes at one base over the past p

several years. This study would focus on the key individ-

uals involved in the disputes, the effect of a changing

Civil Engineering organization roster, the differences in

how large and small disputes are handled, etc. Such

detailed information would allow more specific conclusions

to be drawn than are possible from an Air.Force-wide study,

and would have the advantage of greater accessibility of a

large body of infcrmation.

6. A flowchart or "tool" could be developed for b

construction contract managers to use when handling projects

with certain key characteristics. The more extensive the

study, the more comprehensive the tool would be.

7. Based on our conclusions, it would be worthwhile

to focus on those areas which this study revealed to be of

primary significance. For example, specifications and p

design issues were found to be important factors. A sepa-

rate study might focus solely on these issues and attempt

to find out (in more detail) why the claims occurred and
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recommend possible solutions to specifications or design

related claims.

8. If a larger data base could be assembled, it

would be interesting to look solely at cases which the

government lost. This perspective would allow information

on the nature of government mismanagement of construction

contracts to be assembled.
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Ambiguous Specifications: specifications which contain

vague wording or illustrations which either prevent the

contractor from accomplis3hing part of the work, or lead him

to believe that he should do P~me work which was not part

of the original intentions of the contract.

Area of the Country: the geographical location of the Air

Force base where a project is accomplished. For this study,

tbere are four subcategories of area of the country (see

Table A-i): 1) northeast, 2) southeast, 3) midwest, and

14) west.

Changes: various direct and indirect modifications to the

original project and/or contract, including change orders,

constructive changes, and a requirement by the Air Force for

performance beyond that which is inlcluded in the contract.

Conflicts in Specifications:, a contradiction between one

section of the specifications and another, or between the

specifications and the drawings.

Constructive Changes: changes othpr than those directed

by the contracting officer that lead to extra costs for the

contractor. This type of change occurs when some act corn-

mitted by the government reasonably leads a contractor to

believe that the government wants a change to the original
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contract, although the government did not actually desire

a change.

Contracting Officer (CO) Problems: any improper actions by

government personnel during contract execution that may lead

to a dispute, including improper withholding of payment by

the CO and overzealous inspection.

Contractor Delays: a delay by the contractor in taking cer-

tain actions, such as submitting a complain. to the CO,,

beyond a period of time considered reasonable by normal gov-

eminent contract standards.

Contractor Failure to Read the Contract Documents Adequately:

the failure by the contractor to read the contract as a

whole, or to clarify patent (obvious) ambiguities in the ',

specifications.

Contractor Management Activities: activities relating to

contractor management which may affect the likelihood of a

dispute occurring. The following are examples of contractor

nanageyrent activities:

1. Incorrect sampling procedures: the use of

sampling procedures (to perform tests of materials azid corn- ..

pleted work) which do not conform to government "or industry

'..sandard s

2. Poor documentation: inadequate record keeping

by the contractor 7
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3. Contractor personnel problems

4.* Change of supervisors: a change in the contrac-

torls supervisors assigned to a particular project

5. Lack of coordination between the contractor

and the subcontractor(s): either a) a failure by the con-

tractor to let his subcontractor(s) know about some crucial

phase or aspect of a project, or b) a failure by the con-

tractor to solicit vital information from the subcontrac-

torW~

6. Poor workmanship by the contractor

7. Absence of the contractor's supervisor(s) from

the work site.

Contractor Problems with Additives or the Bid Schedule: aA

misunderstanding by the contractor of bid schedule items

or additives to the bid schedule.

Contractor Reliance on Previous Experience or Trade Prac-

tice as a Guide: either 1) an instance where the contrac-

tor feels that his previous experience qualifies him to

understand the particular type of work associated with a

claim, or 2) a feeling by the contractor that trade practice

(the way things are commonly dorle in the industry) dictates

the way a certain task should be performed.

Contractor Underestimated the Size of the Contract: a sub-

mittal by the contractor of a bid which is less than theL I
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amount of dollars reasonably required to perform the work

specified in the bid package.

Delays: instances whereby the contractor's performance is

interrupted by causes other than the contractor himself.

The delays might occur for many reasons, including inter-

vention by Air Force personnel, supply problems, personnel

problems, and acts of God.

Design Discipline: the type of engineering skills which

were necessary to design that part of the project involved_

in the claim. Design discipline is divided into four sub-

categories:

1. Electrical: work involving wiring, the instal-

lation of wiring or electrical equipment, or any other work

in which the electrical tasks are the central feature

2. Mechanical: work involving heating, ventila-

tion, and air conditioning tasks

3. Civil: work involving underground tasks, such

as excavation, drilling for wells, and foundations

14. Structural:- any type of work done-to a building

that is not covered by the other three subcategories,

i~ncludina painting, roofing, plumbing, installing and repair-

* ing doors or windows, fixing walls or floors, and installing

siding
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Differing Site Conditions: Either

(1) Subsurface or latent physical conditions at tha
site differing materially from those indicated in [the]
contract, or (2 unknown physical conditions at the
site, of an unusual nature, differing materially from
those ordinarily encountered and generally recognized
as inhering in work of the character provided for in
[the) contract [Department of' Defense Standard Form 23-A,
General Provisions: Construction Contract, Rev. 4-75).

Errors in Design an inherent defect in the design of a

project, due to an oversight by the designer or a basic

impossibility in the nature of the job itself.

Government Management Issues: issues relating to govern-

ment management which may affect the likelihood of a dis-

pute occurring. The following are examples of government

management issues:

1. Change in COs: a change in contracting officer

assigned tu a particular project

2. Change in inspectors: a change in inspectors K

assigned to a.p~articular project

3. Inexperience of inspectors: the lack of pre-

vious experience by an inspector on government contracts

or on projects similar to the one he has been assigned

4.* Adversary relationship: a situation where

the government and the contractor a-re constantly at odds

with each other and behave as adversaries

Inadequate Site Investigation: a failure by the contractor

to properly investigate the work site prior to bidding, when
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such an investigation would have revealed patent (obvious)

conditions different from those in the contract.

Omissions in Specifications: the omission of some vital

instruction, crucial to the successful completion of the

project, from the specifications.

Problems with Warranty Work: a disagreement between the

Air Force and the contractor over the nature of additional

work. The Air Force maintains that the work is "warranty -

work," and should have been performed to fulfill the war-

ranty clause of the contract. The contractor feels that

the work is simply additional work that is not part of the

warranty provision.

Problems with Submittals: either 1) a disagreement over

the legitimacy of a submittal, or 2) a violation of con-

tract procedures for submitting or reviewing submittals.

Size of Contract: the dollar amount awarded to the con-

tractor for performing the work described in the contract.

Type of Work (project): thie general nature of the project.

There are four types of work (project) subcategories:

1. New construction: building an entirely new

facility

2. Additions: adding a new section to an existing

facility
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.3. Alterations: upgrading or changing the systems

or structure of an existing facility

4,. Repairs: replacing or fixing the systems or

structure off an existing facility
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TABLE A-i

AREA OF THE COUNTRY SUBCATEGORIES BY STATE

Northeast Midwest West

Maine Texas Alaska

New Hampshire Oklahoma Hawaii

Vermont Kansas New Mexico

Massachusetts Missouri Arizona

New York Nebraska Colorado

Pennsylvania Illinois Utah

Ohio Indiana Wyoming

New Jersey Michigan Montana

Delaware Wisconsin Idaho

Maryland Minnesota Washington

Southeast North Dakota Nevada

Arkansas South Dakota Oregon

Louisiana California

Mississippi

Tennessee

Alabama

Georgia

Florida

North Carolina

South Carolina

Virginia
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LITERATURE REVIEW COMPARISONS
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TABLE B-1

RESEARCH STUDY FINDINGS

ALL TYPES OF CONTRACTS

Report of Commission on Government Procurement, 1972

ASBCA Level Contracting Officer Level

1 Statement of work/ Default terminations
specifications and
drawings

2 Changes Changes

3 Default terminations Statement of work/speci-
fications and drawings

4 Changed conditions Inspection

5 Liquidated damages Overhead costs

6 Time extensions Options and price
escalation

7 - Time extensions

8 - Liquidated damages

9 -

10 -

11 - -

12 --

13 Inspection

14 - Changed conditions

23 Options and price
escalation * -

24 Overhead costs

I
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TABLE B-1 - Continued

ALL TYPES OF CONTRACTS
Report of Commission AFIT Thesis Study: Baxa and
on Government Hicks, 1976
Procurement, 1972 ....

Total Small Large
1 Changes Termination/ Defective

default pricing

2 Termination/ Changes Changes
default

3 Defective pricing Allowable costs Allowable costs

4 Allowable costs Specifications/ Specifications/-
__drawings drawings

5 Specifications/ Defective Termination/
drawings pricing default

6 Changed conditions Inspection Cha-ged
conditions

7 Cost overrun Time extensions Cost overrun

8 Inspection Changed Terminations
conditions for convenience

9 Termination for Cost overrun Policy/unfair
convenience provisions

10 Time extensions Termination for Inspection
convenience

11 Govt. furnished Govt. furnished Govt. furnished
equipment/property equipment/ equipment/

property property

12 Policy/unfair Liquidated Time extension
provision* damages

13 Liquidated damages Policy/unfair Faulty govt.
_provisions estimate

14 Faulty govt. Faulty govt. Liquidated
_ estimate estimate damages
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TABLE B-i1 Continued

ALL TYPES OF CONTYKACTS ONLY CONSTRUCTION CONTRACTS

AFIT Thesis Study: Underwood, 1979 Trade Journal Study:
____ ____ ____ ____Wright, 1980

IFinancial problems IDefective Specifications/
specifications drawings -

2 Premature default Financial Error in cost
problems estimate

3 Government acts Government acts Changed conditions

41 Defective Premature Builder/designer
specifications default neglect

5 Substantial Miscellany Personalities
performance

6 Failure of Substantial
preproduct ion performance
samples

7Miscellaneous Defective cure
notice

8 Detective cure Failure of
notice preproduction

samples

9 Inspection and
testing
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TABLE B-2

THE GREATEST IN-HOUSE PROBLEMS IN GETTING
OUT A GOOD SET OF SPECIFICATIONS

PERTAINING TO IN-HOUSE STANDARDS AND PROCEDURES

Private Design
Owners Professionals

1) Insufficient time for 34 113
preparation

2) Coordination between plans
and specs 17 i01

3) Coordination of all phases of
work in the Project Schedule - 25

4) Establishing and maintaining
good standard specifications 2 15

5) Coordinating between various
disciplines involved 314

6) Typing, proofreading, and
reproduction 12

7) Lack of appreciation of
importance of specifications,
dislike of the chore, apathy 1 7

8) Communications - 5

9) Good final review to eliminate
errors 2

10) Coordinating owners requirements -2

11) Delay of in-house reviews 2

PERTAINING TO THE SPECIFICATIONS ENGINEER

1) Maintaining technical proficiency/
knowledge of current requirements
(standards, formats, products,
legal) 12 29

2) Adapting "off the shelf"
specifications rather than
writing for particular project 1 17
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TABLE B-2 -Continued

Private Design
Owners Professionals

3) Adapting standard specifica-
tions to meet project needs 2 13

4) Lack of qualified experienced f
specifications engineers .7'.

5) Locating and approving manu-
facturers specifications 1 7

6) Understanding project require-
ments and fitting specifications
to requirements7

PERTAINING TO THE SPECIFICATIONS

1) Conflicting statements,
ambiguities, complex English,
incomplete specifications,
lack of common sense and
clarity, poor writing ability 2 27

2) Keeping specifications from 6'
becoming too voluminous 1 5M

3) Consistency and uniformity
of content 24

4) Interfacing with requirements
of various agencies 4 i7

5) Providing for alternates 4

6) Coordinating specifications
with special conditions -3

7) Limiting liability 2

8) Using coordinated, current
general provisions 2

9) Lack of agreement on speci- 1

fication language 2-
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TABLE S-2 -Continued

OwnersPrivate Design
Owners Professionals

OTHER

1) Difference of formnats and
requirements between clients -16

2) Goverrnment regulations,
requirements, and intervention 1 12

3) Delays and continual modifi-
cations by client -2

14) Not knowing ability of bidders2-

5) Keeping changes to a minimum-1

6) Lack of public agency acceptance
or CSI format 1
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TABLE B-3

MOST FREQUENT PROBLEMS WITH THE PROJECT
SPECIFICATIONS WHEN ADMINISTERING CONTRACTS

PERTAINING TO* THE CONTRACTOR

1) Contractor's failure to read or understand the
specifications (36)

2) Contractors neglecti.ng to follow the specifications (30)

3) Unauthorized substitutions of materials by the
contractor (19)

4I) Contractor preoccupied with looking for loopholes (3)

5) Insufficient experience by the contractor (3)

6)Lack of coordination between gnrlcontractor

and his subs()

PERTAINING TO THE OWNER' S SITE REPRESENTATIVE

1) Lack of enforcement and difficulty of enforcement
of the specifications (22)

2) Inadequate inspection and quality control in the
field .. (12)

3) Insufficient experience of owner's field force's (4I)
P.

4I) Field personnel do~ not read and understand the
specifications (LI)

5) Maintenance of traffic problems during construction (2)

6) Obtaining conformance to "performance"0
specifications (1)

7) Lack of access to standards, such as ASTM, etc~ by
field personnel (1)

PERTAINING TO THE SPECIFICATIONS ENGINEER -

1) Conflicts between the plans and speqifications nd
lack of coordination (37)

2) Specification writer unfamiliar with the tests d
standards he specifies (12)
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TABLE B-3 - Continued

3) Specifying unavailable materials (9)

4) Difficulty in specifying liquidated damages

clauses that can be enforced (2)

5) Tendency to rely on boiler plate from previous jobs (1)

6) Failure to define responsibility of all parties (-)

7) Proprietary reqLL'ements quoted in governmental
contracts (1)

PERTAINING TO SPECIFICATIONS

1) Interpretation of the specifications; lack of
uniformity (91)

2) Incomplete or incorrect specifications (65)

3) Ambiguous language in specifications (48)

4) Conflicts within incompetently prcpared specif-,
cations (25)

5) The "or equal" clause; determination of accepta&±e
equals (24)

6) Omissions and errors in specifications (14)

7) Failure to correctly or reasonably specify pay items (12) -

8) Obsolete products or methods (12)

9) Adaptability of specifications to handling
unforeseen conditions (11)

10) Specification language too difficult for tnspectors
to understand (8)

11) Applicability of specifications to actual job
conditions (7)

12) Too complex and wordy; poorly organized; failure to
ct.sider alternates (6)

13) Claims for payment for extra work not adequately
covered (5)

134

p7

..................-
. .,. " . . . . . . . . .. .



TABLE B-3 - Continued

14) Changes clauses (5)

15) Measurements of quantities for payment (3)

16) Lack of method to determine reasonable compliance (2)

17) Specifying new materials and equipment (2)

18) Inadequate cross referernces on large multicontract
projects (1)

OTHER'

1) No response to the question (56)

2) No problems with specifications (48)

3) Lack of feedback from cozstruction inspection forces(5)

4) Nonuniformity of public agency requirements in
different areas (4)

5) Failure to communicate (2)

6) Contracts where contractor takes all of the risks (2)

7) Insufficienv time for specifications review before
release to bidders (2)

8) Overturning of specification provisions by the
courts (2)

9) Too much government input and requirements (1)

10) Owner's unwillingness to pay for necessary contract
administration (1)

11) Owner interference (1)
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POPULATION CASE LIST
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CASE REVIEW FORM Bill

ASBCA Case No. 4.3qQ Date Case Heard y? v •PA

Name of Contractor PRR CqL-_A ,,r-,Ve rNIr%' Ak v-I

Base Pe 5 RFQ, r. Page No. 2 Vol. No. 2I-Q

Paragraph No. isLipp

CASE Entitlement L-ý Both E&Q -- Dollar Amt. of Claim $ I1 q 3q

INFO Who won? Govt. -- Ktr Amount of award $ CA
Time Extension requestedt.) (days) Awarded olN - (days)

Design Disciplines Elgetr Mech Civil Struc L"
PROJECT Area of the Country: PeOT Days Required AA/_ MAJCOM: ,lpte,

.EATURES Size of Contract: $ tAiyK COE involvemenb Yes No J-

Type of Work (project): jo.4.',,, OIb

Type of Work (Claim): tl ,- 1A , aI,

1.. Ambiguous. Specs. 14. Improper LiquidatedDamages -
2. omissions in Specs. _IDmae
3. COnfictis in Specs. _..__ 15. Inspector-caused Delay -3. Conflicts in Specs. I--'--

1. Differences in I 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation His Authority. -

5. Impossibility of 1 17. Inspector Improperly
CLAIM the work described IJ Rejecting Work

";ATEGORIES 6 Inaccurate tech I 18. Inspector Improperly
data in specs. Directing Work

7. Differing Site - 19. Inspector Improperly
Conditions I Stopping Work

8. Changes in Specs. 20. Fraud, Latent Defects,
--I or Gross Errors

9. Challenges in the 21. CO Acting Improperly
"Or Equal" area 22. CO Directing Addt'l

10. Owner had superior I Work
1. Fknowledge 23. CO Improperly Rejecting

1. Failure to give.
access to the; Work
work site . I 24. Improper T for D

12. Poor Workmanship 25. Improper T for C
13. Overzealous 2

inspection _I (continued)

1I1

-" .. t

I•: . - .-. :



Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries:

Comments: W-

1. Need for Change Order 11. Lack of Coordination
2. Poor Criteria at the Between the Contractor

Start of Deaign and-Subcontractors

3. Need for Addendum _ 12. Change in the
Contractor's

4. Poor Documentation Supervisor
by Inspector -- 13. CO Directs Change in

5. Inexperience of I the Method or Manner
Inspectors I of Performance

ýERTINENT 6. Absence of the 14. Problems with

PACTS Contractor's Supervisor I1 Government-Furnished
7. Poor Documentation by I Equipment

pontractor 1: 15. Use of Improper
8. Contractor's Prior Communication

Experience I Channels by CO
16. Air Force Personnel

9. Adversary Relationship - Performing Contractor
10. Change in Inipectors __ Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts: ___

Comments# _ ___ _

1412
//



Bill

ASBCA Case No. A1376 Date Case Heard .A.1L . p202 . 1 7
Name of Contractor . 'rw.

Base Mvr4e•e.ae•ui SC Page No. 75.17, Vol. No. ,_-__-

Paragraph No. 1 .oa

CASE Entitlement _ Both E&Q __ Dollar Amt. of Claim $ t , ".

INFO Who won? Govt. _.. Ktr __ Amount of award $ •/A

Time Extension requested r (days) Awarded b(A (days)

Design Disciplines Electr --- Mech __ Civil __ Struc _

ROJECT Area of the Country: Days Required 2 MAJCOM: 7d•Ib,,
EATURES Size of Contract: $ -3LU971.I2 COE involvemenb Yes NOJe ..

Type of Work (project): *__ __!4_ _

Type of Work (Claim): ,

l...Ambiguous: Specs. 14. Improper Liquidated
2. Omissions in Specs. _ I Damages -

3. Conflicts in Specs. 1 15. Inspector-caused Delay -

4. Differences in 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation I His Authority -

CLAIM 5. Impossibility of 17. Inspector Improperly
the work described Rejecting Work

ATEGORIES 6. Inaccurate tech. 1 18. Inspector Improperly
data in specs. - Directing Work

7. Differing Site 19. Inspector Improperly

Conditions -Stopping Work

8. Changes in Specs. - 20. Fraud, Latent Defects,
-- or Gross Errors

9. Challenges in the 21. CO Acting Improperly
"Or Equal" area 21. CO Dcting Add-ly

10. Owner had superior 22.,CO.Directing Addt'l
knowledge Work

11. Failure to give 23. CO Improperly Rejecting
access to the, Work
work site 24. Improper T for D

12. Poor Workmanship "-for C-"
13. Overzealous I - ---

inspection- I (continued)
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Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries: ____

Comments:

1. heed for Change Order _ 11. Lack of Coordination

2. Poor Criteria at the Between the Contractor

Start of Design -..-

3. Need for Addendum 12. Change in the
--_ Contractor's

4. Poor Documentation Supervisor
Iby Inspector"- 13. CO Directs Change in

5. Inexperience of the Method or Manner
Inspectors - of Performance

ERTINENT 6. Absence of the 14. Problems with

FACTS Contractor's Supervisor - Government-Furnished
7. Poor Documentation by Equipment

Contractor I 15. Use of Improper
8. Contractor's Prior Communication

Experience Channels by CO
k"I 16. Air Force Personnel9. Adversary Relationship _L_ Performing Contractor

10. Change in Inspectors __ , Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts, . .

Comments: 1Aa , 46 oft c-- NA."sk)

6*v4. -togrrc*r h.,VL,0,.• Wq4-
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ASBCA Case No. _____76 Date Case Heard Lug_____2/sI
Name of Contractor _ _ _ _ I__*%a_, __rc.

Base Myrl4 9, 1-. 49C Page No. 7SA731 Vol. No. .81Z

Paragraph No. 15 a

CASE Entitlement / Both E&Q _-- Dollar Amt. of Claim $ N. 6.

INFO Who won? Govt. _ Ktr -- Amount of award $ N/A
Time Extension requested MIA (days) Awarded (days)

Design Discipline: Electr .-- Mech __ Civil __. Struc

PROJECT Area of the Country: Days Required MAJCOM: T'AC.
FEATURES Size of Contract: $ 13407. 2Ef!Z COE involvement Yes__No

Type of Work (project):t _ _ _r__#K4

Tyrpe of Work (Claim)s (ooF ,,,,..,¢

1. Ambiguous: Specs.. / 14. Improper Liquidated
2. Omissions in Specs. _ I Damages

3. Conflicts in Specs. 15. Inspector-caused Delay -

4. Differences in 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation -.. His Authority

CLAIM 5. Impossibility of I 17. Inspector Improperly
the work described I Rejecting Work

CATEGORIES 6. Inaccurate tech. 1 18. Inspector Improperly
data in specs. I Directing Work

7. Differing Site 19. Inspector Improperly

Conditions Stopping Work

8. Changes in Specs. 20. Fraud, Latent Defects,
9 ---- or Gross Errors

"9 Challenges e 21. CO Acting Improperly
10. Owner had superior 22. CO Directing Addt'l

knowledgeWork
11. Failure to give 23. CO Improperly Rejecting

access to the: Work
work site _ 24. Improper T for D

12. Poor Workmanship 25. Improper T for C

13. Overzealous
inspectiorr -I (continued)
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Claim Categories(contd.) %

Additional Claim Categries: ,__

Comments: /___..,

1. Need for Change Order 11. Lack of Coordination

2. Poor Criteria at the Between the Contractor
Start of Design and Subcontz~ctors

.3. Need for Addendum _ 12. Change in the3. NefrContractor's
4. Poor Documentation Supervisor

by Inspector 1- 13. CO Directs Change in
5. Inexperience of the Method or Manner

Inspectors __ of Performance -
PERTINENT 6. Absence of the 14. Problems with

FACTS Contractor's Supervisor I Government-Furnished
7. Poor Documentation by Equipment

Contractor I 15. Use of Improper

8. Contractor's Prior Communication
Experience Channels by CO

9 v r l n 16. Air Force Personnel
9. Adversary Relationship -I Performing Contractor
10. Change in Inspectors __ Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts: _ ;

Comments:

/

146

.......

-' ' ' ', ; ' ' 2 - 2 -' " ' ' " . " " . " ' - . " - "., " - . '. . " , , -' ' ' " , - " " " . ' " - " . " , ' "." , -" " ' ' " . " " - " " • , . - - "''- 1 , -



ASBCA Case No. _______7 Date Case Heard .. dLN 2'2. L
Name of Contractor 14 ,0r e4n4 66 , 4.D 0pt I

Base Fdw&+-5 - P CA Page No. 715Y17 Vol. No. 31-;

Paragraph No.

CASE Entitlement Both E&Q -- Dollar Amt. of Claim $ " 57

INFO Who won? Govt. / Ktr Amount of award $_ _/_
T'ime Extension requested A/IA (days) Awarded (dgys)

Design Discipline: Electr Mech Civil Struc /
ROJECT Area of the Country: _ Days Required MAJCOM.- .AE•SC-
EATURES Size of Contract: $ 1.014,@00 COE involvement Yes No

Type of Work (project), .: 4 .-"at 4 I/ ... ".

Type of Work (Claim): .I(- ,.. i'., "
I1

1.%Ambiguous: Specs. 14. Improper Liquidated

2. Omissions in Specs. 4 Daiwges
3. Conflicts in Specs. 15. Inspector-caused Delay -

4. Differences in 1 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation -- His Authority

CLAIM 5. Impossibility of 1 17. Inspector Improperly -

the work described Rejecting Work

ATEGORIES 6. Inaccuratc tech. 1 18. Inspector Improperly
data in specs. I Directing Work

7. Differing Site 19. Inspector Improperly
.Conditions Stopping Work

8. Changes in Specs. 20. Fraud, Latent Defects,
•- or Gross Errors

9. Challenges in the 21 CO Acting Improperly -

"Or Equal" area 22. CO Dircting Adptoper

10. Owner had superior 22. CO Directing Addt'l
knowledge Work

11. Failure to give 23. CO Improperly Rejecting

access to the: Work
work site -- 24. Improper T for D

12. Poor Workmanship __1 -

13.Ovezeaous25. Improper T for C13. OverzealousI.,..-

inspection- I (continued)
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Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries:

Comments:

1. Need for Change Order 1__ 1. Lack of Coordination
2. Poor Criteria at the Between the Contracto

Start of Design c rs
3. Need for Addendum 12. Change in the
3. NdoContractor's

4. Poor Documentation Supervisor
by Inspector SuprCOo

13. CO Directs Change in
5. Inexperience of the Method or Manner

Inspectors - of Performance
;RTINENT 6. Absence of the 14. Problems with

FACTS Contractor's Supervisor Government-Furnished
7. Poor Documentation by Equipment

Contractor 15. Use of Improper
8. Contractor's Prior Communication

Experience Channels by Co
- 16. AiZ Force Personnel

9. Adversary Relationship I Performing Contractor
10. Change in Inspectors __ Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts: f.44- 1 ed #ra'.

Comments: Co&A4%$v0 bid$I7 ~p
- k• assed aje;o-5 cot dre%;,W , -&,'•

- ~ ~ ~ e 19 o~d ~~,4dr G ss

"-C. 1 /4'A'+ -" / "e @
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Page IL or L pages Lin
CASE REVIEW FORM Bill

ASECA Case No. A~ft Date Case Heard .7ph. Pý

Name of Contractor %-Scn r op

Base VyLj C yy y Page No. %kyj-tLI Vol. No. sj-'a

Paragraph No. L a

CASE Entitlement.__ Both E&Q __ Dollar Amt. of Claim $1,4 -u .S.n

WO Who won? Govt. _- Ktr __ Amount of award $ cA

Time Extension requested oip (days) Awarded ti ft days) -

Design Disciplines Electr __ Mech t0 Civil __ Struc ....

PROJECT Area of the Country Days Required 'O/A MAJCOM, -

' FEATURES Size of Contract: $ &-13 1  r COE involvemenb Yes No -

Type of Work (project): 4 -.-. a,-Id ow -{,1 -=. •IA.4
Type of Work (Claim)s Q--Q-J,_ 'j^ ,,t Q 4-'fP 1 35,,Af,_

1,. Ambiguous. Specs. 14. Improper Liquidated

2. Omissions in Specs. __ I Damages
3. Conflicts in Specs. 15. Inspector-caused Delay -

4. Differences in 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation His Authority

15. Impossibility of 1. Inspector Improperly
CLAIM the work described Rejecting Work

CATEGORIES 6. Inaccurate tech. 18. Inspector Improperly
data in specs. I Directing Work

7. Differing Site 19. Inspector Improperly
'Conditions - Stopping Work -

8. Changes in Specs. 20. Fraud, Latent Defects,
-- or Gross Errors

9. Challenges in the 21 CO Acting Improperly
"Or Equal" area 22. CO Dcting Ad"tl

10. Owner had superior 22. CO Directing Addt'l
knowledge Work _ '.
knowlege o23. CO Improperly Rejecting

11. Failure to give IWork
access to the 2oprk T
work site 2-. Improper T for D

12. Poor Workmanship 25. Improper T for C

13. Overzealous 2e
inspection- (continued)
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Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries_

Comments: z j&4 d~dI1  4 '-4

1. Need for Change Order 11. Lack of Coordination
2. Poor Criteria at the Betwea n the Contractor

Start of Design and Subcontractors

3. Need for Addendum 12. Change in the
Contractor's

4. Poor Documentation Supervisor -

by Inspector - 13. CO Directs Change in
5. Inexperience of the Method or Manner

Inspectors __I of Performance
PERTINENT 6. Absence of the 14. Problems with

FACTS Contractor's Supervisor __ Government-Furnished
7. Poor Documentation by Equipment

Contractor 15. Use of Improper
8. Contractor's Prior Communication

Experience I Channels by CO
9 16. Air Force Personnel

9. Adversary Relationship -I Performing Contractor
10. Change in Inspectors I Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts s."3ý•'e4ý

Comments: ___

150
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CASE REVIEW FORM Bill

ASBCA Case No.&O5A i Date Case Heard 1
Name of Contractor 3v.2 PA.-.7rR :•. 9,cF,

Base o, 50i 5C. Page No. •\J11 Vol. No. Ff•n

Paragraph No. 153F J

CASE Entitlement'j Both E&Q _- Dollar Amt. of Claim $ r

INFO Who won? Govt. N Ktr __ Amount of award $ (n
Time Extension requested LJA (days) Awarded viJ (days)

Design Discipline: Electrj.j,,,Mech Civil Strue
Area of the Country: Days Required. MAJCOM: * Pot

FEATURES Size of Contract: $r -,iY Yes',A. o-

Type of Work (project): 1(1 -,kf f.4AI- d 6 • .ML, eJ#0 •y W, C/

. Type of Work (Claim): itV i•,#id•. n, 4 Z -Qa._ V,.A -
I /|

1.. Ambiguous: Specs. - 1 14. Improper Liquidated

2. Omissions in Specs. _ I Damages

3. Conflicts in Specs. _ 15. Inspector-caused Delay _

4. Differences in 16. Inspector AcIng Outside
Interpretation __I His Authority

5. Impossibility of 1 17. Inspector Improperly
CLAIM the work described Rejecting Work

CATEGORIES 6. Inaccurate tech. 18. Inspector Improperly
data in specs. _ Directing Work

7. Differing Site 19. Inspector Improperly
Conditions I Stopping Work

8. Changes in Specs. 20. Fraud, Latent Defects,
-- or Gross Errors

9. Challenges in the 21. CO Acting Improperly -

"Or Equal" area 22. CO Directing Addt'"

10. Owner had superior Work
knowledge 23. CO Improperly Rejecting

11. Failure to give Work
access to the Work
work site 24. Improper T for D

12. Poor Workmanship 25. Improper T for C

13. Overzealous 
2

inspection- __ (continued)

151



Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries: •I , , ,

Comments:

1. Need for Change Order 11. Lack of Coordination
Between the Contractor

2. Poor Criteria at the and Subcontractors
Start of Design

" 3. Need for Addendum __ 12. Change in the
3. Need forAdContractor's
4. Poor Documentation Supervisor -

by InpcoI 13. CO Directs .Change in
5. Inexperience of the Method or Manner

Inspectors __I of Performance
:PERTINENT 6. Absence of the 114. Problems with
- FACTS Contractor's Supervisor I Government-Furnished

! 7. Poor Documentation by Equipment
Contractor __ 15. Use of Improper

8. Contractor's Prior Communication
Experience Channels by CO

9. 16. Air Force Personnelj 9. Adversary Relationship -_ I Performing Contractor
10. Change in Inspectors j Duties

* Additional Pertinent Facts:

5• Comments:

VV
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CASE REVIEW FORM Bill

ASBCA Case No. _ ?__;_____ Date Case Heard S't.Z4 I/rg,
Name of Contractor -+ C- -w,$ t'+ai Ca... =64

Base Peose/ NH Page No. 73,7=5/ Vol. No. 81i

Paragraph No. Y.?

CASE Entitlement I doth E&Q _ Dollar Amt. of Claim $ 51 270O
INFO Who won? Govt. ---- Ktr V. Amount of award $ J-, l'f'!

Time Extension requested O/A (days) Awarded (days)

Design Discipline: Electr __ Mech __ Civil __ Struc
PROJECT Area of the Country: _ Days Required -- _ MAJCOM: 54c
FEATURES Size of Contract: $ 2. 729. 35O COE involvementt Yes- No•/

Type of Work (project): c1*s!c40Lcake+r.e* MVH- uwi(-l.$

Type of Work (Claim): JeyMVAv4 (C bo.-ws\

1. Ambiguous: Specs. 14. Improper Liquidated
2. Omissions in Specs. I" Damages

3. Conflicts in Specs. 1 15. Inspector-caused Delay _

4. Differences in 1 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation I His Authority

5. Impossibility of 1 17. Inspector Improperly
CLAIM the work described I_ Rejecting Work

CATEGORIES 6. Inaccurate tech. 1 18. Inspector Improperly
data in specs. I Directing Work

7. Differing Site 19. Inspector Improperly
Conditions / I Stopping Work

8. Changes in Specs. 20. Fraud, Latent Defects,
9. Chalenges in thes. or Gross Errors9. Challenges in the 21. CO Acting Improperly -

"Or Equal" area 22. CO Directing Addt'l
10. Owner had superior I WOrk

knowledge -Work
11. Failure to give 23. CO Improperly Rejecting

access to theI Work
work site . 24. Improper T for D

12. Poor Workmanship ___I 25. Improper T for C
13. Overzealous I

inspection- __I (continued)
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Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries: ___

Comments:

1. Need for Change Order 11. Lack of Coordination
Between the Contractor2. Poor Criteria at the and Subc ontractor

Start of Design nt
S12. Change in the

3. Need for Addendum 2• -- Contractor' s
4. Poor Documentation Supervisor

by Inspector - 13. CO Directs Change in
5. Inexperience of the Method or Manne'

Inspectors ___ of Performance
a'.,PERTINENT 6. Absence of the 14. Problems with

FATSContractor's Supervisor I Government-FurnishedS FACTSIEq i m n
N 7. Poor Documentation by Equipment

Contractor __) 15. Use of Improper
8. Contractor's Prior Communication

Experience Channels by CO
9- Adversary Relationship 16. Air Force Personnel9s -- " Performing Contractor
10. Change in Inspectors _ Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts:

Commentss 6ojWw wks lo-oi t~e

LJOMIA rke&"Ortkki b _____________

"% I% V6__ 1ý01AJ 44.aO &COJAVL &Oi 4 . V14bl If; 1n4Lj

P .

a,i
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uazm r.v I.Lr.uim Bill

ASBCA Case No. 230 Date Case Heard J."u. 2-, /7/
Name of Contractor 64-Ln ConS44&ac4i'o C o., t Z..

Base PP . Nl Page No. 73 I/ Vol. No. -

Paragraph No. !I .RI/3

CASE Entitlement __ Both E&Q _J Dollar Amt. of Claim $ Z01740.0%

INFO Whowon? Govt. --- Ktr / Amount of award $ 1/ $Y
Time Extension requested 4/4 (dawvs) Awarded (days)

wJ

Design Discipline: Electr __ Mech __ Civil _(Struc _

PROJECT Area of the Country: _ Days Required - MAJCOM: s AC_
FEATURES Size of Contract: $ 350 COE involvemenb YesNo.

Type of Work (pro"ject): 01Ws~iv N-Cc'vuA ~FA- um_
Type of Work (Claim): ,________ ..l__o_1 _________,

1. Ambiguous:Specs. 4I. Improper Liquidated

2. Omissions in Specs. _IDamages u ~/.
3. Conflicts in Specs. 15. Inspector-caused Delay -

4. Differences in -- 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation --- His Authority

CLAIM 5. Impossibility of 1 17. Inspector Improperly
the work described Rejecting Work

CATEGORIES 6. Inaccurate tech. 18. Inspector Improperly
data in specs. Directing Work

. f sptes.i 19. Inspector Improperly
7.Differing Site /1Stopping WorkConditionsStpigWr

CoI 20. Fraud, Latent Defects,8. Changes in Specs. -I or Gross Errors9. Challenges in theI21COAtnImrply.
"Or Equal" area 22. CO Dcting I ddely

10. Owner had superior 122. CO Directing Addt'
knowledge -- 2 Workoprl-ejctn

11. Failure to give 23. CO Improperly Rejecting
access to the, Work
work site . 24. Improper T for D

12. Poor Workmanship 25. Improper T for C
13. Overzealous I

inspection- I (continued)
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Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries:

Comments:

1. Need for Change Order -_ 11. Lack of Coordination

2. Poor Criteria at the Between the Contractor
S o iand Subcontractors,Start of Design

3 Need for Addendum 12. Change in the
Contractor's

4. Poor Documentation Supervisor
by Inspector - 13. CO Directs Change in

5. Inexperience of the Method or Manner
Inspectors --- of Performance

PERTINENT 6. Absence of the 1i. Problems with -

FACTS Contractor's Supervisor I Government-Furnished
7. Poor Documentation by Equipment

Contractor 15. Use of Improper

8. Contractor's Prior Communication

Experience Channels by CO
9. Adversary Relationship 1. Air Force Personnel
. A r- Performing Contractor

10. Change in Inspectors ---. Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts: X;AJ!4* t. =kV.
W4k, 'a,4.4 -6 so ve- rantcsiioa hfo#,*Ace

Comments: Kr4.- 4u&4%.%t hi C06414 use 6k~k$il Yae*+I)oyl $I -C. be C~- %J 04- ,,"Ve.. .6 64. 0,,xA;fA# ,le.

I4
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Bill ----

ASBCA Case No. • Date Case Heard cON/ v&j Pn
Name of Contractor OA1bc ' v/7.,t A/) CA /
Base M L, C4,&. c, /q,,2,,-6, .Page. No. - Vol. No. Z.-/
Paragraph No. c/;

E"ntitlement __ Dollar mt. of ClaimCASE Who won? Govt. .LKtr A__ mount of award $ _ _/_9

Time Extension requested (days) Awarded xJA!' (days)
ql

Design Discipline: Electr Mech ./ Civil Struc
PROJECT Area o0' the Country:,'g_ Days Required * MAJCOM: t7/e_
FEATURES Size of Contracts $ t•• COE involvement Yes No_/

Type of Work (project): "dZ .,'

Type of Work (Claim): ýL4Miý.4... ~ j

1,. Ambiguous: Specs. - I lI. Improper Liquidated
2. Omissions in Specs. __1 Damages

3. Conflicts in Specs. 15. Inspector-caused Delay -

4. Differences in 1 16. Inspector Afting Outside
Interpretation His Authority

5. Impossibility of I 17. Inspector Improperly
CLAIM the work described I Rejecting Work

CATEGORIES 6. Inaccurate tech. 1 18. Inspector Improperly
data in specs. I Directing Work

7. Differing Site- 19. Inspector Improperly

Conditions I Stopping Work

8. Changes in Specs. 20. Fraud, Latent.Defects,
i-I or Gross Errors

9. Challenges in the 21. CO Acting Improperly
"Or Equal" area 22. CO Directing Addt'-

10. Owner had superior 1 Workknowledge--Iok
knwleogie 23. CO Improperly Rejecting

11. Failure to give IWork
iccess to the, I
work site . 24. Improper T for D -

12. Poor Workmanship ___ 25. Improper T for C
13. Overzealous 2

inspection. I (continued)
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Claim Categories(contd.)

Additional Claim Categries: "t__ _ _

Comments:

1. Need for Change Order 11. Lack of Coordination
2. Poor Criteria at the Between the Contractor

Start of Design n u t o
3. Need for Addendum 12. Change in the". Nd fContractor's
4. Poor Documentation Supervisor

by Inspector 13. CO Directs Change in
5. Inexperience of I the Method or Manner

Inspectors I of Performance
PEIRTINENT 6. Absence of the 14. Problems with

Contractor's Supervisor I Government-Furnished7. Poor Documentation by Equipment
Contractor 115. Use of Improper

e. Contractor's Prior I Communication
Experience I Channels by CO.

1 16. Air Force Personnel9. Adversary helationship - 1 Performn ContratoI- Performing Contractor
10. Change in Inspeotbrs I Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts: I

Comments:

158

\.. . ..



ASBCA Case No. L. Date Case Heard -ri 7, 129/
Name of Contractor 1i"4oM u etelA•@- Woevue.4'.6 ,

Base O1f1Ui. N,-. Page No. W. ,61Z Vol. No. 8/-]

Paragraph No. 1 5.&c 7

CASE Entitlement _j Both E&Q __ Dollar Amt. of Claim $ ? 25O. O0g

SWho won? Govt. _/Ktr -- Amount of award $ N/A
Time Extension requested &/- Jdays) Awarded (da:fs)

Design Discipline: Electr __ Mech __ Civil _• Struc/PROJECT j

SArea of the Country: Days Required - 4 AJCOM, • /
FEATURES Size of Contract: $ i.t 77. I/1/ COE involvement Yes No V& /

Type of Work (project): / d '41*,*#% 4' m4J6, " '
Type of Work (Claim): _ __,_ _

1. Ambiguous Specs. 14. Improper Liquidated

2. Omissions in Specs.. Damages -

3. Conflicts in Specs. 1 15. Inspector-caused Delay -

4. Differences in 1 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation I His Authority

CLAIM 5. Imposiibility of 1 17. Inspector Improperly
the work described RI ejecting Work

CATEGORIES 6. Inaccurate tech. I 18. Inspector Improperly
data in specs. I Directing Work

7. Differing Site 19. Inspector Improperly
7. ndiffeiongsit I Stopping Work.CoandtionScs . 20. FraudL, Latent Defects,
8. Changes in Specs. -- I or Gross Errors

9. Challenges in the 21. CO
"Or Equal" area 2 A Improperly-

10. Owner had superior 122. CO Directing Addt'l
knowledge -I Wor1 -

11. Failure to give j 23. CO Improperly Rejecting
access to the, Work
work site I 24. Imprup r T for D

12. Poor Workmanship I 25. Improper T for C
13. Overzealous I

inspection- I (continued)
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Claim Categories(contd.)
Additionrl Claim Categries:

Comments:

1. Need for Change Order 1__ 1. Lack of Coordination

2. Poor Criteria at the Between the Contractor
Str fDsg and SubcontractorsStart of Design -

3. Need for Addendum 12. Change in the
Contractor's

4. Poor Documentation Supervisor
by Inspector - CO Directs Change in

5. Inexperience of the Method or Manner
Inspectors I of Performance

'ERTINENT 6. Absence of the 14. Problems with

FACTS Contractor's Supervisor I Government-Furnished
7. Poor Documentation by Equipment

Contractor 15. Use of Improper

8. Contractor's Prior Communication
Experience Channels by CO

-- 16. Air Force Personnel
9. Adversary Relationship -_ Performing Contractor
10. Change in Inspectors __ Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts: £-rdz .

Comments: *t pt Aeuf-, !sl4-@. 1c:44pe Via
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ASBCA Case No. 1-H Date Case Heard •mpi f' -,
Name of Contractor - T (-

Base Y9.tn c r- Page No. csn-r Vol. No. - -I
Paragraph No. j *

UASE Entitlement * Both E&Q __ Dollar Amt. of Claim $.46

INFO Who won? Govt. ,- Ktr __ Amount of award $$2n
Time Extension requested tjW - (days) Awarded n.)4 (days)

Design Disciplines Electr __ Mech __ Civil t Struc
ROJECT Area of the Country: k.f Days Required 1/i1 MAJCOM: 'r _"

'EATURES Size of Contract: $J3ff1i OU- COE involvement Yes No

Type of Work (project): , ,
Type of Work (Claim): , Qs_ ,- -

I. Ambiguous. Specs. - 14. Improper Liquidated
2. Omissions in Specs. ___I Damages -

3. Conflicts in Specs. 15. Inspector-caused Delay
4. Differences in 1 16. Inspector Acting Outside

Interpretation His Authority -

CLAIM 5. Impossibility of I 17. Inspector Improperly
the work described I Rejecting Work

ATEGORIES 6. Inaccurate tech. 18. Inspector Improperly
data in specs. I Directing Work

7. Differing Site -I 19. Inspector Improperly
Conditions I Stopping Work -

8. Changes in Specs. 20. Fraud, Latent Defects,
n-I or Gross Errors

9. Challenges in the 21. CO Acting Improperly -

"Or Equal" area 22. CDei Ad

10. Owner had superior I22. CO Directing Addt'l
knowledge 2 oro

11. Failure to give W23. C Improperly Rejectingrk
access to the: Work
work site . 24. Improper T for D -

12. Poor Workmanship -- 25. Improper T for C
13. Overzealous 2

inspection- (continued)
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Claim Categories(contd.)
Addit'.onal Claim Categries: " L7OP t-•t. -

Comments:

1. Need for Change Order 1__ 1. Lack of Coordination
BetweenteCnrco2. Poor Criteria at the Bea en the Contractor

"Str fDsg and SubcontractorsStart of Design __

3. Need for Adderdum 12. Change in the
Contractor's

4. Poor Documentation Supervisor
by Inspetor --- 13. CO Directs Change in

5. Inexperience of the Method or Manner
Inspectors -- I of Performance

'ERTINENT 6. Absence of the 14. Problems with

FACTS Contractor's Supervisor 1 Government-Furnished

7. Poor Documentation by I Equipment
Contractor 1 15. Use of Improper

8. Contractor's Prior Communication
Experience t Channels by CO
ExpAdveriayeni - 16. Air Forco Personnel

9. Adversary Relationship __ I Performing Contractor
10. Change in Inspectors __ Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts: 4 . A e

Comments:

162
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Sa w

"Page I_. of I Pages Lin _

CASE REVIEW FORMBil v

ASBCA Case No. q'(i&7 Date Case Heard Dec.. IS, IgO

Name of Contractor C ho-wit$ G. G \A1o11Ir n$-r.+r&&.,. 1*
Base L-o wr .olgra. o Page No. "73 (67(a Vol. No.

Paragraph No. N.14,,o.N....LL- /

CASE Entitlement Both E&Q Dollar Amt. of Claim $
Who won? Govt. _. Ktr -- Amount of award $ , '

Time Extension requested N/IA (days) Awarded NIA (days)

Design Discipline: Electr __ Mech __ Civil _• Struc_ _

;PROJECT Area of the Country: _ Days Required MAJCOM: ATC
FEATURES size of Contract: $ 2010000 COE involvemenb Yes No /.f

Type of Work (project): ,,, rA•-r% 4. \
Type of Work (Claim), %Art,

1... Ambiguous. Specs. -_ 14. Improper Liquidated.
2. Omissions in Specs. _ I_ Damages '

* 3. Conflicts in Specs. -- 15. Inspector-caused Delay -

S4. Differen~ces in1 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation His Authority -,

LI5. Impossibility of 17. Inspector Improperly
SCLAIM the work described __ Rejecting Work
CATEGORIES 6. Inaccurate tech. 18. Inspector Improperly

'CATE.OR"ES data in specs. _ Directing Work
.7. Differing Site I19. Inspector Improperly"" j Conditions I Stopping Work - ..
8. Changes in Specs. 20. Fraud, Latent Defects,

" .-- or Gross Errors
9. Challenges in 1-.he 21. CO Acting Improperly -"10.""Or Equal" area
10. Owner had superior 22. CO Directing Addt'l

knowledge Work

11. Failure to give 23. CO Improperly Rejecting
access to the Work
work site 24. Improper T for D -

12. Poor Workmanship 25. I
13. Oerzelous25. Improper T for CS13. overzealousI

inspection" __1 (continued)
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Claim Categories(contd.)

Additional Claim Categries, co Ac-44v r•w-1V

Comments: ,.\

1. Need for Change Order 11. Lack of Coordination-- ~Between the Contractor '2. Poor Criteria at the en thecontractor
Start of Design aductco

3. Need for Addendum 12. Change in the
___- Contractor's

4. Poor Documentation Supervisor'
by Inspector 13. CO Directs Change in

5. Inexperience of the Method or Manner
Inspectors __ of Performance

"PERTINENT 6. Absence of the i4. Problems with
FACTS Contractor's Supervisor I Government-Furnished

7. Poor Docimentation by Equipment
Contractor 15. Use of Improper

I Communication8. Contractor's Prior Chann conE xperience Channels by CO •-@-

16. Air Force Personnel
9. Adversary Relationship -_ Performirg Contractor
10. Change in Inspectors i Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts: •ov ag eq 4 4 -

-- h rL O
Comments: k4,. LA 4. # .V.÷e ".A,4 rwA . "-

C@tevkh idotnae d Pgycv-A;,,,Ai-# e

heii ~ro4t AdL aL4--K*. wAork wc a ww 444~ta- 4t,*&

/7-

i~i.
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CASE REVIEW FORM Bill

"ASBCA Case No. &2•/Ci'- Date Case Heard A 5W., E..'
Name of Contractor ci.b //,,,4- •5J\ /22- (TO, ) __'J . .

BI /F. / Page No. ) . No. e

Paragraph No. i-c4%i

CASE Entitlement v/ Both E&Q __ Dollar Amt. of Claim $

INFO Who won? Govt. _/ Ktr Amount of award $ )
Time Extension requested A//A (days) Awarded i//• (days)

Design Discipline: Electr __ Mech .'-'Civil __ Struc
PROJECT Area of the Country: "5E Days Required WI/ MAJCOM:

FEATURES Size of Contract: $ a 16l 1-5-? COE involvement: Yes No

Type of Work (project): _ & 5s .1A4 "

Type of Work (Claim): •,c•. 1 f de2• • )

1.. Ambiguous Specs. I 14. Improper Liquidated

2. Omissions in Specs . DamagesI
3. Conflicts in Specs. 15. Inspector-caused Delay

4. Differences in 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation His Authority

5. Impossibility of 1 17. Inspector Improperly
CLAIM the work described I Rejecting Work

CATEGORIES 6. Inaccurate tech. 1 18. Inspector Improperly
data in specs. Directing Work

7. Differing Site I 19. Inspector Improperly
Conditions Stopping Work

8. Changes in Specs. 20. Fraud, Latent Defects,
Cn or Gross Errors

9. Challenges in the 21. CO Acting Improperly
"Or Equal" area _"0Ower Eqal aea 22. CO Directing Addt'l

10. Owner had superior Work
knowledge -i

11. Failure to give 23. CO Improperly Rejecting
access to the, Work
work site 24. Improper T for D

12. Poor Workmanship 25. Improper T for C

13. Overzealous I
inspection" (continued)

165

. - . . .,



Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries.

Comments: I4u4i1 .)~4~~z

1. Need for Change Order -, 11. Lack of Coordination. 2. Poor Criteria at the Bewe h Cnrco SBetween the Contractor
2.Poorriteriaatstheand Subcontractors

"Start of Design - 1
3 Need for Addendum 12. Change in the

Contractor's
4. Poor Documentation Supervisor -

by Inspector-I 13. CO Directs Change in
•, 5. Inexperience of the Method or Manner

"Inspectors of Performance
."PERTINENT 6. Absence of the 14. Problems with

AContractor's Supervisor Government-Furnishedi.•FACTS
I 7. Poor Documentation by Equipment

Contractor ___ 15. Use of Improper
8. Contractor's Prior Communication

"Experience Channels by CO9 A r R16. Air Force Personnel
Adversary Relationship - Performing Contractor

S10. Change in Inspectors - Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts:. _ _._t_ _ _ _ _ . _

Comments i I.1-40.,

.41V.%
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CASE REVIEW FORM Bill

- ASBCA Case No. cma Date Case Heard d • •-<C;

Name of Contractor tdgg:/Cg
Base Pii, 14 pd~ge No. 'Vol. No. L..
Paragraph No.

SCASE Entitlement -A Both E&Q __ Dollar Amt. of Claim $ týl

INFO Who won? Govt. _ Ktr - Amount of award $ ý, I

Time Extension requested t•|t (days) Awarded ± | A " (days)

Design Discipline: Electr __ Mech __ Civil __ Struc "*-
:PROJECT Area of the Country: 5 Days Required /MAJCOM RE
"FEATURES Size of Contract: linjgvsq COE involvement Yes No *t_

i Type of Work (project): C,,-rv- ,.,mL
Type of Work (Claim)8 ,

1.. Ambiguous. Specs. 14. Improper Liquidated
2. Omissions in Specs. _I Damages

3. Conflicts inin Specs. __-- 15. Inspector-caused Delay "

4. Differences in I16. Inspector Acting Outside
tr tt His Authority.. : ~Interpretration _

5. Impossibility of 1 17. Inspector Improperly
CLAIM the work described I Rejecting Work

", .CATEGORIES 6. Inaccurate tech. 18. Inspector Improperly
dtinses Directing Work•. ~data in specs. _

7 f Site 19. Inspector Improperly
SConditions Stopping Work
8 Coand onSs 20. Fraud, Latent Defects,

8. Changes in Specs. - 1 or Gross Errors

S9. Challenges in the 21. CO Acting Improperly
. ~~"Or Equal" area _-

-- 1 "22. CO Directing Addt'l
10. Owner had suiperior Work

knowledge Wr
11. Failure to give 23. CO Improperly Rejecting

access to the. Work
work site -- 24. Improper T for D

12. Poor Workmanship ___o
13. Oerzelous25. Improper T for C13. Overzealous

inspection __I (continued)
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Claim Categories(contd.)
* .. Additional Claim Categries:

Comments: 5 jJV4 ~ -dc- 4~4I

1. Need for Change Order il. Lack of Coordination
2. Poor Criteria at the Between the Contractor

Start of Design and Subcontractors -

• 3. Need for Addendum _ 12. Change in the3. ---d- Contractor's
4 . Poor Documentation Supervisor

"by Inspector 13. CO Directs Change in
5..Inexperience of the Method or Manner

Inspectors __ of Performance
.PERTINENT 6. Absence of the 14. Problems with

SFACTS Contractor's Supervisor I Government-Furnished

7. Poor Documentation by Equipment
Contractor __ 15. Use of Improper

" 8. Contractor's Prior Communication
Experience I Channels by CO,

S16. Air Force Personnel9. Adversary Relationship - Performing Contractorj 10. Change in Inspectors ' Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts: ________________

* Comments,

4.,

.4
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UAor1,'• ,V.W !u1m Bill

ASBCA Case No. _ _ _ Date Case Heard /1a. o 2, ha
Name of Contractor %AMsAA P t -4 c-+; "'3

Base G•w PF'ivk$ AJ Page No. " Vol. No. ,LI".
Paragraph No. - _1, 0

CASE Entitlement _. Both E&Q. _ Dollar Amt. of Claim $ 3Zy"
INFO Who won? Govt. _N! Ktr_ Amount of award $_ N/A

Time Extension requested NIA (days) Awarded (days)

Design Discipline: Electr __ Mech __ Civil __ Struc /
PROJECT Area of the Country: Days Required MAJCOM: 3 -C-
FEATURES Size of Contract: $ .. Os//O COE involvement Yes___NoPo

Type of Work (project)s "IS, o. + rep.fs., 4. • MF,
Type of Work (Claim):

14II

1.. Ambiguous: Specs. 14. improper Liquidated
2. Omissions in Specs. Damages

3. Conflicts in Specs. 15. Inspector-caused Delay -

4. Differences in 1 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation - His Authority

5. Impossibility of 1 17. Inspector Improperly
CLAIM the work described __ Rejecting Work

CATEGORIES 6. Inaccurate tech. 18. Inspector Improperly
data in specs. - Directing Work

7. Differing Site 19. Inspector Improperly
Conditions %/ Stopping Work

8. Changes in Specs. I 20. Fraud, Latent Defects,
-- or Gross Errors

9. Challenges in the 21. CO Acting Improperly
"Or Equal" area -- 2

10. Owner had superior 22. CO Directing Addt'l
knowledge Work

11. Failure to give 23. CO Improperly Rejecting
access to the Work
work site _ 24. Improper T for D

12. Poor Workmanship _I po
13. Overzealous 25. Improper T for C

inspection. _I (continued)
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Claim Categories(contd.)

Additional Claim Categries:

Comments:

1. Need for Change Order _ 11. Lack of Coordination
Between the Contractor

2. Poor Criteria at the and Subcontractors
Start12. Change in the

3. Need for Addendum Contractor's
4. Poor Documentation Supervisor

by Inspector - 13. CO Directs Change in

5. Inexperience of the Method or Manner
Inspectors .-- of Performance

PERTINENT 6. Absence of the 14. Problems with

Contractor's Supervisor I Government-Furnished

7. Poor Documentation by Equipment -

Contractor 15. Use of Improper
8 Contractor's Prior Communication
"8. Channels by COO

Expversien i--i 116. Air Force Personnel

9. Adversary Relationship ---- Performing Contractor
10. Change in Inspectors -- Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts: fL4A*t s . *

Comments, 4<4.y4v" kVi C1. &A 4.W, Waet

4-bae r*Ib.AA.44 ,omt .c~~

b
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Bil

ASBCA Case No. ýJ,57 L Date Case Heard
Name of Contractor /%,, •!AA ($ 7 pi(E5

Base &• fXoJd , A Page No.' .q . Vol. No. c!--
Paragraph No..Ir/•_,

CASE Entitlement / Both E&Q , Dollar Amt. of Claim $

Who won? Govt. __ Ktr '' Amount of award $ //.
Time Extension requested _ /g (day Awarded A"A (days)

Design Disciplines Electr__ Mech __ Civil __ Struc
PROJECT Area of the Country:/idwe•t Days Required M MATCOM:
FEATURES Size of Contract: $ COE involvement Yes No V/

Type of Work (project):
Type of Work (Claim): t

1,. Ambiguous: Specs. __ 14. Improper Liquidated
2. Omissions in Specs. ___ Damages -

3. Conflicts in Specs. 15. Inspector-caused Delay -

4. Differences in 1 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation I His Authority.

5. Impossibility of I 17. Inspector Improperly
CLAIM the work described I Rejecting Work

CATEGORIES 6. Inaccurate tech. 18. Inspector Improperly
data in specs. I Directing Work

7. Differing Site I 19. Inspector Improperly
Conditions I Stopping Work

8. Changes in Specs. -I 20. Fraud, Latent Defects,
--I or Gross Errors

9. Challenges in the 21. CO Acting Improperly -"Or Equal" area _
".Owr hqad" suerr 22. CO Directing Addt'l10. Owner had superior IWorkknowledge 23. CO Improperly Rejecting

11. Failure to give Work
access to the, Work
work site .- 24. Improper T for D -

12. Poor Workmanship __I 25. Improper T for C
13. Overzealous 2

inspection- I (continued)
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Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries:_________________

C omm ent s: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

1. Need for Change Order -11. Lack of Coordination
2. Poor Criteria at the BtenteCnrco

Start of Design adSbotatr
3. Ned fr Adendu ___12. Change in the3. Ned fo AddndumContractor's

4. Poor Documentation I Supervisor

by~13 nsetr-I CO Directs Change in
5. Inexperience of the Method or Manner

Inspectors __I of Performance
,'PERTINENT 6. Absence of the 14. Problems with

FACTS Contractor's Supervisor __I Government-Furnished
FACntatoCyTS :5 Equipment

7.Poor Documentation Usbfymroe
I Communication8. Contractor's Prior 1i CanlbyO

Experiencev-
I16. Air Force Personnel9. Adversary Relationship - Performing Contractor

10. Change in Inspectors -i Duties
Additional Pertinent Facts:_________________

Comments: __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

172
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3ASBCA Case No. Date Case Heard M6'r.3 I'30
Name of Contractor NorCej*s-- Bec*k Alteu--a.i,
Base Cie &kwe i•6 At Page No. 16Lf Vol. No. 91- I
Paragraph No. IS O4 ..

SCASE Entitlement / Both E&Q _ Dollar Amt. of Claim $ 1.6.
Who won? Govt. _.Ktr __ Amount of award $ NIA
Time Extension requested . IA (days) Awarded (days)

Design Discipline: Electr Mech Civil Struc7PROJECT Area of the Country: _ Days Required MAJCOM: A fc,
:FEATURES Size of Contract: $ 0•306. OOO COE involvement Yes _No•_

Type of Work (project): eon$4-UC+#itc+,', *4 : da
Type of Work (Claim): -o*t&AV.v °+ e,..-. et,,,4 _%A,

., Ambiguous. Specs. ..L 14. Improper Liquidated
2. Omissions in Specs. _ I_ Damages
3. Conflicts in Specs. 1 15. Inspector-caused Delay

* 1. Differences in 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation His Authority

5. Impossibility of 1 17. Inspector Improperly
CLAIM the work described I Rejecting Work

:CATEGORIES 6. Inaccurate tech. 1 18. Inspector Improperly
data in specs6 Directing Work
.Dataerin S19. Inspector Improperly

7. Differing Site, I- Stopping WorkConditions St-igWr
8 Chng ionSs. 20. Fraud, Latent Defects," 8. Changes in Specs. -I or Gross Errors

S9. Challenges in the 21. CO Acting Improperly -

"Or Equal" area 22. C i n d
10. Owner had superior 22. CO Directing Addt'l

knowledge Work
11. Failure to give 23. CO Improperly Rejecting

access to the Work
work site-- 24. Improper T for D

12. Poor Workmanship 25. Improper T for C
13. Overzealous I -f

inspection- I (continued)
173
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Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries:

Comments:

1. Need for Change Order 11. Lack of Coordination
2. Poor Criteria at the Between the Contractor

Str fDsg and SubcontractorsStart of Design

3. Need for Addendum 12. Change in the
___ Contractor's

4. Poor Documentation Supervisor
by Inspector 1 13. CO Directs Change in

5. Inexperience of I the Method or Manner
Inspectors -I of Performance

PERTINENT 6. Absence of tho 14. Problems with
?ACTS Contractor's Supervisor I Government-Furnished

7. Poor Documentation by Equipment
Contractor _.1 15. Use of Improper

8. Contractir's Prior I Communication
Experience -I Channels by CO

9.. .. Adversary 16. Air Force Personnel
9. Adversary Reationship __ Performing Contractor
10. Change in Inspectors __ Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts: IK+.-,r444 6n 4r*&J.

4o- +0 -frje 9 v9a4 0 4
WLA r~wi I~

.II

Comets ~ 46 r I0 I "e A; M" VK4
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ASBCA Case No. • Date Case Heard /172 L22.L..
Name of Contractor •V &•+e5ol C. ~ .
Base LckIl't, Trd.. Page No. 71_ ;?2 Vol. No. -

Paragraph No. "S

CASE Entitlement _L Both E&Q __ Dollar Amt. of Claim $ 3/ 68

INFO Who won? Govt. Ktr L Amount of award $ N/A

Time Extension requested N/4 (days) Awarded (days)

Design Discipline: Electr L Mech Civil Struc

PROJECT Area of the Country: _ Days Required MAJCOM: ArC"
FEATURES Size of Contract: $ 0.1770.W COE involvemenb YesALo

Type of Work (project): _ kooe_ Aosiot'Al/
Type of Work (Claim): ,_ 5

1.. Ambiguous. Specs. 14. Improper LiquidatedDamag.as--2. Omissions in Specs. _-

3. Conflicts in Specs. 15. Inspector-caused Delay -

4. Differences in 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation His Authority

CLAIM 5. Impossibility of 1 17. Inspector Improperly
the work described I Rejecting Work

".ATEGORIES 6. Inaccurate tech. 18. Inspector Improperly
data in specs. D Directing Work

7. Differing Site 19. Inspector Improperly
-Conditions I Stopping Work

8. Changes in Specs. 20. Fraud, Latent Defects,
-- or Gross Errors

-9. Challenges in the 21. CO Acting Improperly
"Or Equal" area 22. CO Directing Addtl

10. Owner had superior Work
knowledge 2 O ok --.

11. Failure to give 23. CO Improperly Rejecting
access to the Work -
work site ._ 1 24. Improper T for D

12. Poor Workmanship - 1 25. Improper T for C
13. Overzealous

inspection. (continued)
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Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries:

Comments:

1. Need for Change Order 1__ 1. Lack of Coordination

2. Poor Criteria at the Between the Contractor
Start of Design and Subcontractors

3 Need for Addendum 12. Change in the
Contractor's

4. Poor Documentatto•n Supervisor
by Inspector - CO

13. CO Directs Change in
5. Inexperience of the method or manner

Inspectors of Performance
ERTINENT 6. Absence of the 14. Problems with

FACTS Contractor's Supervisor _ Government-Furnished
7. Poor Documentation by Equipiient

Contractor 15. Use of Improper

8. Contractor's Prior Communication
Experience Channels by CO

9 16. Air Force Personnel
9. Adversary Relationship -_ I Pe~rforming Contractor
10. Change in Inspectors __ Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts: WLr 4•4tee 4% . c....

Comments-: a ~ a Dewl... L&A

,sw • s. A' e exr" vJ mc- •
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Page Jof J~Pages Linj
CASE REVIEW FORM Bill

ASBCA Case No. 9 Date Case Heard rC4/&.C9 ,%.)
Name of Contractor 1J 144P cArJ c)7ry
Base /CdmI7 ,, A.AJ1_. Ar,-zPage No. :,i,77 Vol. No.
Paragraph No. /-• J....

CASE Entitlemient BothE&Q V1 Dollar Amt. of Claim $~993
INFO Who won? Govt. t/ Etr --- Amount of award $ C)

Time Extension requested I/1', (days) Awarded A11/ ( days)

Design Disciplines Electr __ Mech __ Civil __ Struc _ _

PROJECT Area of the Country: *VekV Days Required 1/#1 MAJCOM:
FEATURES Size of Contract: $ •iO0 COE involvement Yes-/ No

Type of Work (project)s A 4 *. i

Type of Work (Claim):, s4 4-vr.•J

1. Ambiguous Specs. 1i. Improper Liquidated
2. Omissions in Specs. Damages

3. Conflicts in Specs. __i 15. Inspector-caused Delay -

4. Differences in 1 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation I His Authority

CLAIM 5. Impossibility of I 17. Inspector Improperly
the work described I Rejecting Work

CATEGORIES 6. Inaccurate tech. 1 18. Inspector Improperly
data in specs. I Directing Work

7. Differing Site I 19. Inspector Improperly
Conditions I Stopping Work

8. Changes in Specs. 71 20.\ Fraud, Latent Defects,
Sor Gross Errors9. Challenges in the 21. C0 Acting Improperly

"Or Equal" area -C-i p e
10. Owner had superior 122. 4C0 Directing Addt'lknowledge Work

ko. Failure to give 23. 0 Improperly Rejecting
access to the 2 Work

work site 24. mproper T for D
12. Poor Workmanship 7 1
13. Overzealous 25. Improper T for C

inspection" __I (continued)
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Page J._. of _3 Pages -. Linr--
CASE REVIEW FORM L __n

ASBCA Case No. 22.15 3o Date Case Heard A1,tV • /IRb
Name of Contractor MA(.,, +- Duh(i..ioa.o

Base ,oJ A . Page No. Voo. No.
Paragraph No.

CASE Entitlement _ B oth E&Q --- Dollar Amt. of Claim $ IoO.19
INFO Who won? Govt. 4 Ktr - Amount of award $ N(A

Time Extension requested I4LA (days) Awarded (days)

Design Disciplines Electr __ Mech --- Civil V Struc

PROJECT Area of the Country: - Days Required MAJCOM, AFS C.
FEATURES Size of Contracts $ 3,31|3,OO COE involvemenb Yes.....o_

Type of Work (project): ,, 1;•cft44'n. q+-ewm Js.F. $ %

Type of Work (Claim): ex.VAO h ---

1. Ambiguous. Specs. --L 14. Improper Liquidated
2. Omissions in Specs. I Damages -

3. Conflicts in Specs. 15. Inspector-caused Delay

4. Differences in 1 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation I His Authority

CLAIM 5. Impossibility of 1 17. Inspector Improperly
the work described I Rejecting Work

3ATEGORIES 6. Inaccurate tech. I 18. Inspector Improperly
data in specs. I Directing Work

-Differing Site 19. Inspector Improperly
Conditions I Stopping Work

8. Changes in Specs. 20. Fraud, Latent Defects,
S-I or Gross Errors

9. Challenges in the 21. CO Acting Improperly"Or Equal" area--".Owr hqad" suerr 22. CO Directing Addt'l10. Owner had superior IWork
knowledge Work I

11. Failure to give 23. CO Improperly Rejecting
access to the. Work
work site . 24. Improper T for D -

12. Poor Workmanship ___I
13. Oerzelous25. Improper T for C13. OverzealousI

inspection" I (continued)
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Claim Categories(contd.)

Additional Claim Categries__

Comments t

1. Need for Change Order 1__ 1. Lack of Coordination

2. Poor Criteria at the Between the Contractors
Start of Design and Subcontractors

3. Need for Addendum 12. Change in the
Contractor's

4. Poor Documentation Supervisor
by Inspector - 13. CO Directs Change in

5. Inexperience of the Method or Manner
Inspectors ---- of Performance

PERTINENT 6. Absence of the 14. Problems with

FACTS Contractor's Supervisor Government-Furnished
7. Poor Documentation by Equipment

Contractor - 15. Use of Improper
Communication8. Contractor's Prior Channels by CO

Experience
16. Air Force Personnel9. Adversary Relationship - Performing Contractor

10. Change in Inspectors __ Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts:

Comments:t UL+r d4,a.4i 7%a4- 34v. s40ld 4 cLwe..

10, , .

/4
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_ ifl r '. ' ~ .1 . .. . .. , _ I I . l • • . _ !, •
Page _•_ of •_ Pages Lin__CASE REVIEW FORM Lin

A•.".A Case No. 22530 Date Case Heard May 3.22 MA
Name of Contractor - Mace• .4. Dw'l.. Cin-msp . rI.
Base Ae.,,ld A-T.•en. Page Nc. "i1. 7 oe 0-7,

Paragraph No. 110 L, .T, ),

CASE Entitlement V/ Both E&Q __ Dollar Amt. of Claim $ (see dkos im

INFO Who won? Govt. -/ Ktr --- Amount of award $ Olk
Time Extension requested MIbA (days) Awarded (days)

Design Disciplines Electr __ Mech __ Civil / Struc
IROJECT Area of the Country _ Days Required _ MAJCOM: _ SS
'EATURES Size of Contracts $ I4-S130o0 COE involvement. Yes No •/

Type of Work (project): . 4q... Re 6. 15+440. J,5r-. $4w
Type of Work (Claim)s hI ?. ,A4sA+

1.. Ambiguous Specs. 4I . Improper Liquidated
-Damage.

2. Omissions in Specs. Damages
3. Conflicts in Specs. _/I 15. Inspector-caused Delay -

4f. Differences in 1 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation I His Authority .

CLAIM 5. Impossibility of 1 17. Inspector Improperly
the work described I Rejecting Work -

ATEGORIES 6. Inaccurate tech. I 18. Inspector Improperly
data in specs. I Directing Work

7. Differng SiteI 19. Inspector Improperly
dif insI Stopping Work

8. Changes in Specs. 20. Fraud, Latent Defects,
"98. Chalnges in tes - or Gross Errors9. Challeqaes in the 21. CO Acting Improperly -

"Or Equal" area -- I
10. Owner had superior 22. CO Directing Addtl

knowledge -- . Work --
11. Failure to give I23. CO Improperly Rejecting

access to the IWork
work site 24f. Improper T for D

12. Poor Workmanship -I 25. Improper T for C
13. Overzealous

inspection- I (continued)
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Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries,

Comments:

1. Need for Change Order _ 11. Lack of Coordination
2. Poor Criteria at the Between the Contractor
2a and Subcontractors

Start of Design 12 ----

3. Need for Addendum 12. Change in the---- Contractor' s
4. Poor Documentation Supervisor

by Inspector - 13. CO Directs Change in
5. Inexperience of the Method or Manner

Inspectors - of Performance
ERTINENT 6. Absence of the 14. Problems with

FACTS Contractor's Supervisor __I Government-Furnished
7. Poor Documentation by I Equipment

Contractor - 115. Use of Improper

8. Contractor's Prior I Communication
Experience -I Channels by CO

9 16. Air Force Personnel
9. Adversary Relationship -I Performing Contractor
10. Change in Inspectors I Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts: K4r -raie 4. C4 ad
c¢n,ua a, A 4, ,,, ,el...

Comments,
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11 7 - --

Page _$ of '3 Pages Lin __

CASE REVIEW FORM Bill -

ASBCA Case No. 225 30 Date Case Heard M , I?I

Name of Contractor ,eson + D'3s4 *on CGmn . ,

Base ArnoleI4AF5Tem.. Page No. -7f,171 Vol. NO.
Paragraph No. q qqJ

CASE Entitlement / Both E&Q Dollar Amt. of Claim $__________

INFO Who won? Govt. ./ Ktr Amount of award $ A/i
Time Extension requested A-1 (days) Awarded (days)

Deoign Discipline, Electr ___ ech __ Civil - Struc
.PROJECT Area of the Country: Days Required rIAJCOM: AF5C

'EATURES Size of Contract: $ 10'313OOO COE involvementt Yes No

Type of Work (project): _ .A. n4 44-;V.cI,'$-. As'-.•-

"Type of Work (Claim): rAC,'// e,+' .

1.. Ambiguous Specs. 14. Improper Liquidated
2. Omissions in Specs. Damages

3. Conflicts in Specs. 15. Inspector-caused Delay -

4. Differences in 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation His Authority

5. Impossibility of 1 17. Inspector Improperly
CLAIM the work described Rejecting Work

:ATEGORIES 6. Inaccurate tech. 18. Inspector Improperly
data in specs. I Directing Work

7. Differing Site.1 19. Inspector Improperly

Conditions I Stopping Work

8. Changes in Specs. 20. Fraud, Latent Defects,
or Gross Errors

9. Challenges in the 21. CO Acting Improperly
"Or Equal" area 22. CO Acting mpoel

10. Owner had superior 22. CO Directing Addt'l
*.... -, knowledge Work

11. Failure to give 23. CO Improperly Rejecting
access to the Work
work site . 24. Improper T for D

12. Poor Workmanship 25. Improper T for C
13. Overzealous

inspection- __ (continued)
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Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries_

Comments:

1. Need for Change Order 1 11. Lack of CoordinationI oBetween the Contractor
2. Poor Criteria at the I and Subcontractors

Start of Design .-- -

3. Need for Addendum 12. Change in the• ---- Contractor' s
"4. Poor Documentation I Supervisor

by Inspector 1 13. CO Directs Change in

5. Inexperience of the Method or Manner
Inspectors __ I of Performance

ERTINENT 6. Absence of the 1l4. Problems with

FACTS Contractor's Supervisor __ Government-Furnished
7. Poor Documentation by I Equipment

Contractor 1 15. Use of Improper
8. Contractor's Prior Communication8. xpnrices -r I Channels by COEee 16. Air Force Personnel
9. Adversary Relationship -_ Performing Contractor
10. Change in Inspectors -I Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts: I o 4.÷.

Comments:

184
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Page .L of Pages Lin__,o
CASE REVIEW FORM Bill

N\\ ASBCA Case No..Ž 794 Date Case Heard ___

Name of Contractor ( ?.1 4 .U-P , /J3

Base .AA, f Page No. -7L30V Vol. No.
Paragraph No. /4'J,,

ASE Entit ement • Botý E&Q Dollar Amt. of Claim

NFO Who won? Govt. Ktr _ Amount of award $ (
Time Extension requested d/.' (days) Awarded V//A (days)

Design Disciplines Electr --- Mech __ Civil - Struc V/
DJECT Area of the Country:,M#J JestDays Required AJfft MAJCOM, :

hTURES Size of Contracts $ 7 ,• 7_• n COE involvement YesNo_• ..

Type of Work (project)s •,,,,4
Type of Work (Claim), &d t

1.. Ambiguous Specs. 14. Improper Liquidated
2. Omissions in Specs. Damages

3. Conflicts in Specs. 15. Inspector-caused Delay -

i. Differences in 1 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation I His Authority -

5AIM . Impossibility of I 17. Inspector Improperly
the work described I Rejecting Work

MEGORIES 6. Inaccurate tech. I 18. Inspector Improperly
data in specs. Directing Work

. 19. Inspector Improperly
7. Differing SiteIStpigWr

* Conditions I Stoppin- Work

8. Changes in Specs. 20. Fraud, Latent Defects,
--I or Gross Errors9. Challenges in the 21. CO Acting Improperly

"Or Equal"22. CO Directing Addt'

10. Owner had superior 1 Work -

knowledge Work

11. Failure to give 23. CO Improperly Rejecting
access to the Work
work site .-- 24. Improper T for D

12. Poor Workmanship 25. Improper T for
13. Overzealous I

inspection- I (continued)
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Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries,

1. Need for Change Order 11. Lack of Coordination
SBetween the Contractor

2. Poor Criteria at the e eand Subcontractors
Start of Design - a

3. Need for Addendum 1 12. Change in theContractor's
4. Poor Documentation I Supervisor -

by Inspector __-113. CO Directs Change in

5. Inexperience of I the Method or Manner
Inspectors I of Performance

:RTINENT 6. Absence of the 14. Problems with

FACTS Contractor's Supervisor __ I Government-Furnished

7. Poor Documentation by Equipment
Contractor 115. Use of Improper

8. Contractor's Prior I Communication
Experience -I Channels by CO

1 16. Air Force Personnel
9. Adversary Relationship -- I Performing Contractor
10. Change in Inspectors *g Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts:

Comments:

a.

*
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Page IJ_ of __Lj Pages Lin
CASE REVIEW FORM Bill ..

ASBCA Case No. t511 Date Case Heard .- vi a
Name of Contractor <#4 M MtcA.,u C'.o w
Base k 'rete~t&a Page No. 73L, 3 Vol. No. so0

Paragraph No. I'/ 73"'

!ASE Entitlement / Both E&Q __ Dollar Amt. of Claim $ AL,

NF0 Who won? Govt. _. Ktr __ Amount of award $ n ! A
Time Extension requested p3/A (days) Awarded (days)

Design Discipline: Electr .-. Mech __ Civil __ Struc
.OJECT Area of the Country: Days Required MAJCOM: AF C
:ATURES Size of Contract: $ N.G. COE involvement Yes_.No

Type of Work (project): .. !iS+i0._tJ_4.+.,n ,f C.4lJ ,..,,÷,,,. [Ios

Type of Work (Claim): cvt4_ co(mmu.%,

1. Ambiguous Specs. 14. Improper Liquidated
2. Omissions in Specs. _ I Damages -

3. Conflicts in specs. ___ 15. Inspector-caused Delay -

i. Differences in I 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation His Authority

L5. Impossibility of I 17. Inspector Improperly
LAIN the work described I Rejecting Work
TEGORIES 6. Inaccurate tech. 1 18. Inspector Improperly

data in specs. I Directing Work

7. Differing Site. 19. Inspector Improperly
Conditions I Stopping Work e

8. Changes in Specs. 20. Fraud, Latent Defects,
n-I or Gross Errors

9. Challenges in the 1 21. CO Acting Improperly"Or Equal" area -- I

10. Owner had superior o22. C Directing Addt 1
knowledge I Work -

11. Failure to give 23. CO Improperly Rejecting
access to the Work
work site - 24. Improper T for D -

12. Poor Workmanship /I
13. verzalou 25. Improper T for C13. Overzealous I -

inspection- I (continued)
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Claim Categories(contd.)

Additional Claim Categries:

Comments: -.

1. Need for Change Order I 11. Lack of Coordination
Between the Contractor

2. Poor Criteria at the and SubcontractorsStart of Design adSbotatr
Stat of Adesign - 12. Change in the

Need for Addendum Contractor's
4. Poor Documentation I Supervisor

by Inspector ---- 113. CO Directs Change in
5. Inexperience of I the Method or Manner

Inspectors I of Performance
:RTINENT 6. Absence of the 14. Problems with

FACTS Contractor's Supervisor I Government-Furnished
7. Poor Documentation by Equipment

Contractor 115. Use of ImproperSI Communication
8. Contractor's Prior -n b CO

Experience NChnnels by CO
I 16. Air Force Personnel ".4

9. Adversary Relationship -- I Performing Contractor
10. Change in Inspectors ,g Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts: -CM, rr•C.+ 6oJWV VCtfAIdd

Comments, .... __

188



-," Page of 2_ Pages Lin
CASE REVIEW FORM Bill --

ASBCA Case No. •.•-.• •"• Date Case Heard =n4- Fw-r3

Name of Contractor - .- 2 i:4,- ick•1  QO.
Base Np- N-A65'_Page No. 1 Vol. No. R'•-•

CASE Entitlement N/Both E&Q __ Dollar Amt. of Claim C 00

Who won? Govt. , Ktr Amount of award $ d14-
Time Extension requested JU (days2 Awarded 14 (days)

Design Disciplines Electr __ Mech __ Civil __ Struc
PROJECT Area of i0he Country: ! Days Required a MAJCOM: ,-• -

FEATURES Size of Contracts $ qQ. 114 COE invo vemenb Yes No t/

Type of Work (project), _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Type of Work (Claim): p

l.. Ambiguous Specs. 14. Improper Liquidated

2. Omissions in Specs. _I Damages

3. Conflicts in Specs. 15. Inspector-caused Delay -

4. Differences in 16. Inspector Acting Outside

Interpretation __ His Authority

CLAIM 5. Impossibility of 17. Inspector Improperly
the work describeC" 1 Rejecting Work

CATEGORIES 6. Inaccurate tech. 1 18. Inspector Improperly
data in specs. I1 Directing Work

7. Differing Site 19. Inspector Improperly
Conditions Stopping Work

8. Changes in Specs. 20. Fraud, Latent Defects,
•- or Gross Errors

9. Challenges in the 21. CO Acting Improperly
"Or Equal" area 22. CO Directing A.dt'l

10. Owner had superior 2 Work
knowledge --- IWr
no. Failure do give 23. CO Improperly Rejecting

11. ail re t gi e IWork

access to the;
work sitq 24. Improper T for D

12. Poor Workmanship __ 25. Improper T for C

13. Overzealous 2
inspection" l (continued)
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Claim Categories(contd.)

* Additional Claim Categries: 4& ___e

Comments:

1. Need fcr Change Order ii. Lack of Coordination,' Between the Contractor"
2. Poor Criteria at the and Subcontractors

Start of Design -a3 Mc~A fo'AAAA12. Change in the
3. Need for Addendum12Chneite

-- mContractor's
4. Poor Docmentation Supervisor

by Inspector 13. CO Directs Change in
5. Inexperience of the Method or Manner

Inspectors of Performance
FERTINENT 6. Absence of the 14. Problems with

Contractor's Supervisor Government-FurnishedFACTS - qimn

7. Poor Documentation by Equipment

Contractor 15. Use of Improper

8. Contractor's Prior Communication
Experience Channels by CO

9 16. Air Force Personnel
9. Adversary Relationship I_ Performing Contractor

I / 10. Change in Inspectors __ Duties

Additional Perotinent Facts: . #9-',L, 4 "• e[4q24•

Comments:4 -".a

.1 77.,t -

19
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Page of Pages Lin •
CASE REVIEW FORM Bill

ASBCA Case No. Date Case Heard•, T _.
Name of Contractor rt L CA j 1 t' i)d, 0 -) -c

Base e,!Page No. • Vol. No.. •

Entitlement &,/Both E&Q --- Dollar Amt. of Claim $ Q1,

CASE Who won? Govt. - "__Ktr __ Amount of award $ AJ 1A

Time Extension requested . (days) Awarded (days)

Design Discipline: Electr --- Mech Civil Struc __/

PROJECT Area of the Country: Days Required S MAJCOM:
FEATURES Size of Contract: $ e^6 COE involvemenb Yes _NoZ

Type of Work (project): t 4a 'ed o-s •
Type of Work (Claim): Cc

1.Ambiguous: Specs. 14. Improper Liquidated
2. Omissions in Specs. Damages

3. Conflicts in Specs. _ I 15. Inspector-caused Delay -

4. Differences in 1 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation - His Authority

CLAIM 5. Impossibility of 1 17. Inspector Improperly
the work described Rejecting Work

CATEGORIES 6. Inaccurate tech. 18. Inspector Improperly
data in specs. I Directing Work

7. Differing SJ-e 19. Inspector Improperly

Conditions Stopping Work
8. Changes in Specs. 20. Fraud, Latent Defects,

-- or Gross Errors
9. Challenges in the 21. CO Acting Improperly

"Or Equal" area 22. CO Directing Addto l
10. Owner had superior . Work

"knowledge 23. CO Improperly Rejecting
11. Failure to give Work

access to the Work
work site 24. Improper T for D

12. Poor Workmanship 2-- 25. Improper T for C
13. Overzealous

inspection. __ (continued)

191
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Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries:

COMM nt : Ia C 0 ýV'- e.tZ

1. Need for Change Order 11. Lack of Coordination
2. Poor Criteria at the Between the Contractor

Start of Design and Subcontractors

3. Need for Addendum 12. Change in the
Contractor's4. Poor Documentation Supervisor

by Inspector 13. CO Directs Change in

5. Inexperience of the Method or Manner
Inspectors of Performance

PERTINENT 6. Absence of the 14. Problems with

FACTS Contractor's Supervisor __ Government-Furnished
7. Poor Documentation by Equipment

Contractor 1 15. Use of Improper
8. Contractor's Prior I Communication

Experience Channels by CO
1 16. Air Force Personnel

9. Adversary Relationship Performing Contractor
10. Change in Inspectors - Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts:

Comments: .. ___

192
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Page _L of • Pages Lin-../
CASE REVIEW FORM Bill

ASBCA Case No. Date Case Heard .5-•n.
Name of Contractor Žý-4r _" J C4, -Tiv
Base 1.., - 1r^, SPage No. " i F" Vol. No. O

-.... Paragraph No.

CASE Entitlement -/ Both E&Q __ Dollar Amt. of Claim $1a<?

INFO Who won? Govt. .. ,Ktr , Amount of award $ n
Time Extension requested l (days) Awarded 114 (days)

Design Disciplines Electr Mech ./ Civil _ Struc _-___

PROJECT Aresl of the Countrys 5._ Days Required 9 MAJCOMt AC_
FEATURES Size of Contract: $ 54. Oq COE involvemenb Yes No /

Type of Work (project): W
Type of Work (Claim):

1. Ambiguous. Specs. 114.. Improper Liquidated
S2. Omissions in Specs. _1Damages -3. Conflicts in Specs. _ I 15. Inspector-caused Delay -

4. Differenc-es in I 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation I His Authority

5. Impossibility of I 17. Inspector Improperly
CLAIM the work described I Rejecting Work

CATEGORIES 6. Inaccurate tech. I 18. Inspector Improperly
data In specs. Directing Work

7.I D19. Inspector Improperly•.Differing SiteStpigWr
Conditions Stopping Work

8. Changes in Specs. 20. Fraud, Latent Defects,
-- I or Gross Errors

"9. Challenges in the 21-. CO Acting Improperly"Or Equal" area-I"10.Owner Equal" area22. CO Directing Addt'l
10. Owner had superior I Work-

knowledIe W-or

11. Failure to give 23. CO Improperly Rejecting
access to the, Work
work :site - 24. Improper T for D -

12. Poor Workmanship __I 25. Improper T for C
13. Overzealous 2

inspectionr I (continued)
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Claim Categories(contd.)

Additional Claim Categries: ___ ________

Comments:

1. Need for Change Order 11. Lack of Coordination
2. Poor Criteriaat the Between the Contractor
"2. or C eria and SubcontractorsStart of Design- 1.Chneite

3 Need for Addendum 12. Chante in the• -- Contractor's
i4. Poor Documentation Supervisor

by Inspector 13. CO Directs Change in

5. Inexperience of the Method or MannerInspectors - of Performance

WRTINENT 6. Absence of the 14. Problems with

FACTS Contractor's Supervisor I Government-Furnished- - Equipment
7. Poor Documentation by E

Contractor - 15. Use of Improper
I Communication8. Contractor's Prior ChannesbioI Channels by CO

Experience
'9. Adversary Relationship 116. Air Force Personnel
9AdesrRlto i -- Performing Contractor
10. Change in Inspectors - Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts: _____________

-/
/
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Page 2 of g Pages Lin __

CASE REVIEW FORM Bil

ASBCA Case No. Date Case Heard c'T5,,jf 80
Name of Contractor--4 ( i~i,•Ac (q" -- r.
Base Nl-Iniii _,/ -,Page No. Vol. No. -
Paragraph No. i

CASE Entitlement iA Both E&Q 'Dollar Amt. of Claim $ 01,N

INFO Who won? Govt. J__ Ktr __ Amount of award $ 0&L(

Time Extension requested MIM• (days) Awarded (days)

Design Disciplines Electr __ Mech -*'Civil __ Struc _ _

PROJECT Area of the Country: '_g Days Required q MAJCOM, "-:

FEATURES Size of Contract: $ ,'q qqO COE involvement Yes No J

Type of Work (proJect): / •J,,, ,,,d .
Type of Work (Claim):

1.. Ambiguous Specs. 1 . Improper Liquidated

2. Omissions in Specs. Damages

3. Conflicts in Specs. 15. Inspector-caused Delay -

4. Differences in 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation His Authority

5. Impossibility of 1 17. Inspector Improperly
CLAIM the work described Rejecting Work

'ATEGORIES 6. Inaccurate tech. 18. Inspector Improperly
Sdata in specs. _ Directing Work

7. Differing Site 19. Inspector Improperly
Conditions Stopping Work

8. Changes in Specs. 20. Fraud, Latent Defects,
-- or Gross Errors

9. Challenges in the 21. CO Acting Improperly
"Or Equal" area 22 • ----

10. Owner had superior 22. CO Directing Addt'lknowledg ---- IWork .
knowledge 23. CO Improperly Rejecting

11. Failure to give IWork
access to the -
work site 24. Improper T for D

12. Poor Workmanship 25. Improper T for C

13. Overzealous I
inspectiorr I (continued)
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Claim Categories(contd.)

Additional Claim Categries: 5.e ClI'oA- CJf.• oil •955

Comments: l 6-%.•e•.t3 6 w aq-5

1. Need for Change Order _ 11. Lack of Coordination
Between the Contractor2. Poor Criteria at the and Subcontractors

Start of Design 1g
- -~ 3. Need for Addendum 12. Change in theContractor's

4. Poor Documentation Supervisor
by Inspector 13. CO Directs Change in

5. Inexperience of the Method or Manner
Inspectors - of Performance

FERTINENT 6. Absence of the 14. Problems with
Contractor's Supervisor __ Government-FurnishedFACTS 7. Poor Documentation by Equipment

Contractor - 15. Use of Improper
8. Contractor's Prior I Communication8. Cotract I Channels by CO

Edperiaryen- 16. Air Force Personnel

9. Adversary Relationship -1 Performing Contractor
10. Change in Inspectors I- Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts:

Comments:

19
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Page _ of J Pages Lin
CASE REVIEW FORM Bill

ASBCA Case No. , Date Case Heard cq Rýq •
Name of Contractor t~c~~s.cI-rJ-C~
Base fCPAf RC4-. Cni. h Page No. • Vol. No. •-.
Paragraph No. SP ,?,4

CASE Entitlement --4 Both E&Q __ Dollar Amt. of Claim $
Who won? Govt. _u/ Ktr _ Amount of award $ )
Time Extension requested !)• (days) Awarded 41 .. (days)

Design Discipline: Electr _/ Mech Civil Struc
ROJECT Area of the Country: e9T"Days Required W MAJCOM:

ý"EATURES Size of Contract: $ 4(4Ak COE involvemenb Yes No V
Type of Work (project):
Type of Work (Claim),s ---

1,. Ambiguous- Specs. " 14. Improper Liquidated
2. Omissions in Specs. Damages

3. Conflicts in Specs. 15. Inspector-caused Delay

/4,. Differences in I16. Inapector Acting Outside
*/ .... Interpretation His Authority

.LAIM . Impossibility of 1 17. Inspector Improperly
the work described Rejecting Work

%TEGORIES 6. Inaccurate tech. 18. Inspector Improperly
data in specs. - Directing Work

.e19. Inspector Improperly
7. Differing Site Stopping Work

Conditions
8. Changes in Specs. 20. Fraud, Latent Defects,

S-- or C-ross Errors"9. Challenges in the 21. CO Acting Improperly
"Or Equal" area

"10. Owner had superior 22. CO Directing Addtl
knowledge Work

11. Failure to give 23. CO Improperly Rejecting
access to the Work
work site 24. Improper T for D

12. Poor Workmanship .. 1 25. Improper T for C

13. Overzealous I
inspection I (continued)
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Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries,

Comments: Ljij 141 ak' fA off-*6 &acig ituv bed
01i 11Ae 4.4tijCh.!

1. Need for Change Order 11. Lack of Coordination
2. Poor Criteria at the Between the Contractori / tartof esig--rand Subcontractors

Start of Design C.ei h
3. Need for Addendum 12.

Contractor's
SJ. Poor Documentation I SupervisorSby InspectorI 1 13. CO Directs Change in

-: 5. Inexperience of the Method or Manner
"Inspectors I of Performance

ETINENT 6. Absence of the 1i1. Problems with
FACTS Contractor's Supervisor __I Government-FurnishedF 7. Poor Documentation by Equipment

Contractor 15. Use of Improper
8. Contractor's Prior Communication

Experience Channels by CO
9. Adversary Relationehip 16. Air Force Personnel

9o- Performing Contractor
10. Change in Inspectors Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts: r ,lv • 44d 4 ,depay -,, •. srfe,
etle-AS 1124P2h r-I re'd u re C d *4eelie e lar ot

I I

Comments: ora 4ed'r
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Page 1 of _L Pages LinCASE REVIEW FORMBil•

ASBCA Case No. 3 iao Date Case Heard De. 10 |¶7
"Name of Contractor iJlgpe qo , ;n Ca.., Xnc,

Base -iJnqeL - Lo-, Page No. 38 Vol. No. •'J
Paragraph No. LIQ.0$4

:ASE Entitlement / Both'E&Q __ Dollar Amt. of Claim $ No+ 31van

-:NFO Who won? Govt. ._ZKtr ___ Amount of award $ N/A
Time Extension requested p/A (days) Awarded NIA (days)

Design Discipline: Electr __ Mech __ Civil --- Struc .j
:0JECT Area of the Country: _ Days Required /20 MAJCOM: 7"C
:ATURES Sizelof Contract: $. IM,, '10 COE involvemenb Yes No_

Type'of Work (project): re.roo4 "nA 0or m
Type of Work (Claim): "ile.*te

1.. Ambiguous Specs. 1I4. Improper Liquidated
2. Omissions in Specs. Damages-

3. Conflicts in Specs. 1 15. Inspector-caused Delay -

L. Differences in 1 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation His Authority

S LAIM 5. Impossibility of 17. Inspector Improperly
the work described I Rejecting Work

TEGORIES 6. Inaccurate tech. 1 18. Inspector Improperly
data in specs. I Directing Work

7. Differin SiteI 19. Inspector Improperly
Conditions I Stopping Work

8. Changes in Specs. 20. Fraud, Latent Defects,
-I or Gross Errors

9. Challenges in the 21. CO Acting Improperly
"Or Equal" area 21. "i r

10. Owner had superior W22. CO Directing Addl
knowledge Work

11. Failure to give 1 23. CO Improperly Rejecting
access to the Work
work site . 24. Improper T for D

"12. Poor Workmanship 25. Improper T for C "
13. Overzealous I -

inspection- I (continued)
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Claim Categories(contd.)

Additional Claim Categries: "beJ&.s

Comments:

1. Need for Change Order 11. Lack of Coordination
, 2. Poor Criteria at the I Between the Contractor2 Start of Desiatn and Subcontractors
3. Need for Addendum 12. Change in the

3N foAe- Contractor's

4. Poor Documentation Supervisor
by Inspector 13. CO Directs Change in

5. Inexperience of the Method or Manner
Inspectors --- of Performance

ORTINENT 6. Absence of the 14. Problems with
Contractor's Supervisor __ Government-FurnishedFACTS 7. Poor Documentation by Equipment
Contractor 15. Use of Improper

8. Contractor's Prior Communication
Experience Channels by CO

9. 16. Air Force Personnel
S9. Advesrsary Relationship __ Performing Contractor
10. Change in Inspectors __ Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts: c____ra__ ._- _r-- __ e|_.ye_ ___

Comments: V. ,a I r, •S , n , co $4-t 4-

Itt.li- -6poffP0-i.
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Page I of _ Pages Lin -
CASE REVIEW FORM Bill

ASBCA Case No. eai3 Date Case Heard •p3 •Ap
Name of Contractor 7 L, _ C,'

Bas £ ya N:,v,- 4LL50,1 o!2 p(ge No. •jLL Vol. No. R-I

Paragraph No. j-1-i4

SE Entitlement N Both E&Q __ Dollar Amt. of Claim n,_, 11 1
fF0 Who won? Govt. __ Ktr j Amount of award $ .LiA

Time Extension requested irAl (days) Awarded tiig (days)

Design Disciplines Electr Mech Civil Struc "N4
)JECT Area of the Country: 515 Days Required "im MAJCOMt 'I tCc_
LTURES Size of Contracts $ t L L COE involvement Yes No..

Type of Work (project): us Xr~T~-,i-Ae &P "A JA, or4

Type of Work (Claim): 2si,'A ., I 1,, , ,.

1.. Ambiguous Specs. 14. Improper Liquidated
2. Omissions in Specs. Damages -
3•. Conflicts in Specs. 1~ 15. Inspector-caused Delay -

. Differences in -- I 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation I His Authority

5" Impossibility of 1 17. Inspector Improperly .
A•IN Rejecting Work fo

the work described R i
EGORIES 6. Inaccurate tech. I 18. Inspector Improperly .

data in specs. I Directing Work
7. Differing Site I 19. Inspector Improperly

7. ndifferiong SiteStopping Work
Conditions

8. Changes in Specs. 20. Fraud, Latent Defects,
---- I or Gross Errors

9. Challenges in the 21. CO Acting Improperly
"Or Equal" - 22 CO Directing Addtl

10. Owner had superior I Work
knowledge -I -

11. Failure to give 123. CO Improperly Rejecting
access to the Work
work site 24. Improper T for D

12. Poor Workmanship - 25. Improper T for C .
13. Overzealous 

I

inspectiorr ___I (continued)
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Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries:_

Comments: '..,,.tA<,.€• ... ••-••'J.•-;

1. Need for Change Order 11. Lack of Coordination
Between the Contractor

2. Poor Criteria at the and Subcontractors
Start of Design

3. Need fo• Addendum ___12. Change in the
3. NdContractor's

"4. Poor Documentation Supervisor -.-

by Inspector -- 13. CO Directs Change in r

5. Inexperience of the Method or Manner
Inspectors.6 of Performance

TINENT 6. Absence of the 14. Problems with
Contractor's Supervisor Government-Furnished'ACTS - qimn

7. Poor Documentation by I Equipment
Contractor 15. Use of Improper . j

Communication .]-
8. Contractor's Prior ChannestiO

I Channels by COExperience _
Experisnce R- 16. Air Force Personnel

9. Adversary Relationship - Performing Contractor

10. Change in Inspectors I Duties ""

Additional Pertinent Facts:

Comments,_

202
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Page _[_ of J Pages Lin
CASE REVIEW FORM Bill _.

ASBCA Case No. .- 34.. Date Case Heard A3,; o 1 1 192O
Name of Contractor a'olje- ,Assoaom- -Tai c •"..
Base -'rr"%*$, CA Page No. 7/,ZJ Vol. No. _0-_-_

Paragraph No. uI. f3

CASE Entitlement %/ Both E&Q __ Dollar Amt. of Claim $7? &.

INFO Who won? Govt. t/ Ktr __ Amount of award $ V A)/4
Time Extension requested . /IA (days) Awarded At/• (days)

Design Discipline: Electr __ Mech __ Civil _/ Struc
PROJECT Area of the Country: - Days Required MAJCOM: 1*C-

FEATURES Size of Contracts $ J .?Foee COE involvement&Yes No

Type of Work (project): ___'_,____ ;__l__- s___$ _._

Type of Work (Claim): PC, e Ne fT

1. Ambiguous. Specs. 14. Improper LiquidatedDamages.
2. Omissions in Specs. D g

Conflicts in Specs. 15. Inspector-caused Delay -

4. Differences in 1 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation His Authority

CLAIM 5. Impossibility of 1 17. Inspector Improperly
the work described Rejecting Work

CATEGORIES 6. Inaccurate tech. 18. Inspector Improperly
data in specs. I Directing Work

7. Differing Site 19. Inspector Improperly
Conditions I Stopping Work

8. Cha.nges in SpecL. i 20. Fraud, Latent Defects,
-- or Gross Errors

9. Challenges in the
"Or Equal" area 21. CO Acting Improperly

10. Owner had superior 22. CO Directing Addt'l
knowledge Work

11. Failure to give 23. CO Improperly Rejecting
access to the Work
work site 24. Improper T for D

12. Poor Workmanship 25. Improper T for C
13. Overzealous

inspection --- (continued)
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Claim Categories(contd.)

Additional Claim Categries:

Comments: :_____________ ______________

1. Need for Change Order 11. Lack of Coordination
Between the Contractor

2. Poor Criteria at the and Subcontractors
Start of Design 12. Change in the

3. Need for Addendum Contractor's

4. Poor Documentation Supervisor
by Inspector 13. CO Directs Change in

5. Inexperience of the Method or Manner
Inspectors of Performance

'ERTINENT 6. Absence of the 14. Problems with

FACTS Contractor's Supervisor __ Government-Furnished

7. Poor Documentation by Equipment

Contractor 15. Use of Improper

8. Contractor's Prior Communication
Experience Channels by CO

9 16. Air Force Personnel
9. Adversary Relationship - Performing Contractor
10. Change in Inspectors - Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts: . '

Comments: D> Z(0- Ael t 4 •.€c • 4 ?v ,k

204
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Page I of o Pages Lin \j_
CASE REVIEW FORM Bill

ASBCA Case No. -•(-F2 Date Case Heard orl Lk,?C'. '1

Name of Contractor • , , Cc,

Base' ow pi xliv Page No. e .a-• Vol. No. AJ-i

Paragraph No. )w .

CASE Entitlement `j4 Both E&Q __ Dollar Amt. of Claim 1

INFO Who won? Govt. _ Ktr __ Amount of award $ n%

Time Extension requested uit (days) Awarded LIM (days)

V

Design Disciplines Electr __ Mech __ Civil ' Struc
PROJECT Area of the Country: AdlDays Required o MAJCOM: rA•C
FEATURES Size of Contract: $Jq ig. Se o COE involvemenb Yes __No_-_

Type of Work (project): s*OA-dts'A •g nJ ;7,i-

Type of Work (Claim): "t, ibp.•,T% p=

1, AmbiguousSpecs. __ 14. Improper Liquidated
2. Omissions in Specs. Damages cD
3. Conflicts in Specs. 7/ 15. Inspector-caused Delay -

4. Differences in 1 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation I His Authority

CLAIM 5. Impossibility of i 17. Inspector Improperly
the work described I Rejecting Work

",ATEGORIES 6. Inaccurate tech. 1 18. Inspector Improperly
<!ata in specs. I Directing Work

19. Inspector Improperly
7. Differing Site19 StpigWr

Conditions Stopping Work
8. Changes in Specs. 20. Fraud, Latent Defects,-- or Gross Errors
9. Challenges in the 21. CO Acting Improperly

"Or Equal" area 22. CO Directing Addt'l
10. Owner had superior 2 Work

knowledge --. R
11. Failure to give 23. CO Improperly Rejecting

access to the Work
work site .- 24. Improper T for D

12. Poor Workmanship . 1 25. Improper T for C

13. Overzealous
inspection• I (continued)
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Claim Categories(contd.)

Additional' Claim Categries,

Comments: .1

1. Need for Change Order 11 . Lack of Coordination
2. Poor Criteria at the Between the Contractor

Start of Design and Subcontractors

3. Need for Addendum 12. Change in the
Contractor's

4. Poor Documentation. Supervisor
by Inspector 13. CO Directs Change in

5. Inexperience of the Method or Manner
Inspectors I of Performance

PERTINENT 6. Absence of the 14. Problems with

FACTS Contractor's Supervisor Government-Furnished
7. Poor Documentation by Equipment

Contractor - 15. Use of Improper
8. Contractor's Prior I C omuicrt ion

Experience Channels by CO
9. Adversary Relationship 16. Air Force Personnel

9 A- Performing Contractor
10. Change in Inspectors Duties

Additional Pert ingnt Facts: cuv

comments: 4 L AZI4-'--d-pA4I

206
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Page 2 cof s_ Piges Lin _
CASE REVIEW FORM Bill

r ASBCA Case No. rans.• Date Case Heard - I•Pc 19i
Name of Contractor .....
Base •• •. AC Page No. •%e, Vol. No. .O-!

Paragraph No. I2-"4

CASE Entitlement *__ Both E&Q __ Dollar Amt. of Claim L'

INFO Who won? Govt. N Ktr - Amount of award $ LIA

Tiz• Extension requested 'ikJ (days) Awarded k ,1 (days)

Design Disciplines Electr __ Mech __ Civil'-4 _ Struc •
PROJECT Area of the Country:,'_.__Vt Days Required a MAJCOM: pje,.
FEATURES Size of Contracts $q2a.I c.,- COE involvement Yes No *"-4

Type of Work (project): C,,mcul n C;,., LL.,,.,,.X"
Type of Work (Claim): • e -r. , Ied.,

1. Ambiguous. Specs. 14. Improper Liquidated
2. Omissions in Specs. __ I Damages
3. Conflicts in Specs. __1 15. Inspector-caused Delay -

14. Differences in 1 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation I His Authority

CLAIM 5. Impossibility of I 17. Inspector Improperly
the work described I Rejecting Work""ATEGORIES 6. Inaccurate tech. I 18. Inspector Improperly

data in specs. I Directing Work
I 19. Inspector Improperly7. Differing Site I Stopping Work. ~~~~~ConditionsIStpigWk___

8. Changes in Specs. I 20. Fraud, Latent Defects,
SC " S-I or Gross Errors -9. Challenges in the 21. CO Acting Improperly

"Or22. CO Directing Addt'l
10. Owner had superior 1 Work

knowledge -I -

11. Failure to give 23. CO Improperly Rejecting
access to the, Work
work site . 24. Improper T for D -

12. Poor Workmanship ___I
13. Overzealous 25. Improper T for C

inspectiorr __I (continued)
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Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categriess

Comments: 6L

1. Need for Change Order ___ 11. Lack of CoordinationBetween the Contractor
2. Poor Criteria at the I and Subcontractors

Start of Design -. Ib"-- --

3. Need for Addendum I 120 Change in the
Contractor's

4. Poor Documentation Supervisor
"by Inspector - 13. CO Directs Change in

5. Inexperience of I the Method or Mariner
Inspectors I of Performance

PERTINENT 6. Absence of the 1 14. Problems with

FACTS Contractor's Supervisor __ I Government-Furnished

7. Poor Documentation by I Equipment
Contractor I15. Use of ImproperI Communication

8. Contractor's Prior I ComnicatiOExperience I Channels by CO _
-e 1 16. Air Force Personnel

9. Adversary Relationship -- I Performing Contractor

10. Change in Inspectors __I Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts: .A/!b1/ 4 4W 4 9A Aa.ta.idIý.

Comments:
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Page 1 of I Pages Lin
CASE REVIEW FORM Bill

ASBCA Case No. 4I•OI Date Case Heard oawa , /7?o

Name of Contractor FP. L4mr, G-S 4 rue_.'+ov

Base " CA Page No. 70 617 Vol. No.

Paragraph No. L

Entitlement _. Both E&Q Dollar Amt. of Claim $ -113. M37CASE

Who won? Govt. / Ktr "Amount of award $ HIA

Time Extension requested HWA (days) Awarded s)

/ Design Discipline: Electr Mech Civil Struc _/

/ 'ROJECT Area of the Country: - Days Required 4MAJCOM: 4
'EATURES Size of Contract: $ 4P•7z 2. COE involvement Yes_/No

Type of Work (project): 4 rZ#".'t P -40I4J

Type of Work (Claim): "s4.Il-&+.ui0 C IeF

1.. Ambiguous. Specs. 14. Improper Liquidated

2. Omissions in Specs. __. Damages

3. Conflicts in Specs. 15. Inspector-eaused Delay -

4. Differences in 1 16. Inspector Acting Outside
SInterpretation 

I His Authority

CLAIM 5. Impossibility of 17. Inspector Improperly
the work described I Rejecting Work

ATEGORIES 6. Inaccurate tech. 1 18. Inspector Improperly
data in specs. -. Directing Work

7. Differing Site 19. Inspector Improperly
Conditions I Stopping Work

8. Changes in Specs. 20. Fraud, Latent Defects,
or Gross Errors

9. Challenges in the 21. CO Acting Improperly
"Or Equal" area 22. CO Directing Addt'l

10. Owner had superior Work
knowledge Wr

11. Failure to give 23. CO Improperly Rejecting
access to the Work
work site _ 24. Improper T for D

12. Poor Workmanship 25. Improper T for C

13. Overzealous
inspection- __ (continued)
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Claim Categories(contd.)

Additional Claim Categries: 9 r4 Des$'"

Comments: k4r Ie44 ;4- v*.s P bes' 61 -' $t% ca * ih/

1. Need for Change Order 11. Lack of Coordination2. Poor Criteria at the Between the ContractorStart of Design and Subcontractors
3. Need for Addendum 12. Change in the
4. Ndor ADdendum Contractor's
S4. Poor Documentation I Supervisor

Sby Inspector - 13. CO Directs Change in
5. Inexperience of the Method or Manner

Inspectors _ of Performance
PERTINENT 6. Absence of the 14. Problems with

FACTS Contractor's Supervisor__ Government-Ftirnished
7. Poor Documentation by Equipment

Contractor - 115. Use of Improper
8. Contractor's Prior I Communication

Experience I Channels by CO
9. Adversary Relationship 116. Air Force Personnel
10. ChadversarRelation -- Performing Contractor
10. Change in Inspectors __ Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts: k4, 4 VQP4

Comments:
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Page j.. of • Pages Lin
CASE REV EW FORM Bill

ASBCA Case No. _216/4 Date Case Heard 2 •p+ '

Name of Contractor -lUe•_, i (K• ,v ' r l /% 0 C-,;
Base It3 -,1e1 (, ,I Page No. -Vol. No. d/•
Paragraph No.

CASE Entitlement v._' Both E&Q -- Dollar Amt. of Claim $ bt
INFO Who won? Govt. __ Ktr VJ Amount of award $ IJ!,

Time Extension requested A/. (days) Awarded A/ (days)S/ /

Design Disciplines Electr __ Mech --. Civil ____/Stru_

)ROJECT Area of the Country: /_9_ Days Required / MAJCOM: /• _
'EATURES Size of Contract: $ L72f t 2,111 COE involvement Yes No

Type of Work (project): 6a-t Arajii o'4 Z. W £S4"J*P&is cs4c

Type of Work (Claim): 41 4 esi

1., Ambiguous. Specs. 14eI. Improper Liquidated
S2. Omissions in Specs. ~Damages

/ 3. Conflicts in Specs. _ I 15. Inspector-caused Delay -

"4. Differences in 1 16. Inspector Acting OutsideInterpretation His Authority -__

CLAIM 5. Impossibility of 1 17. Inspector Improperly
the work described Rejecting Work

ATEGORIES 6. Inaccurate tech. I18. Inspector Improperly

data in specs. Directing Work
7. Differing Site 19. Inspector Improperly

Conditions J Stopping Work
8. Changes in Specs. 20. Fraud, Latent Defects,

-- or Gross Errors
9. Challenges in the 21. CO Acting Improperly-

"Or Equal" area 22. CO Directing Addt'l
10. Owner had superior W WOrk

knowledge ork

11. Failure to give 23. CO Improperly Rejecting
access to the: Work
work site 24. Improper T for D

12. Poor Workmanship -- 25. Improper T for C

13. Overzealous 2 -

inspection. __ (continued)
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Claim Categories(contd.)

Additional Claim Categries:

Comments: ______

1. Need for Change Order 11. Lack of Coordination

2. Poor Criteria at the Between the Contractor
Start of Design3 ___12. Change in the

3. Need for Addendum Contrantoe-- Contractor' s
4. Poor Documentation Supervisor

by Inspector 13. CO Directs Change in

5. Inexperience of the Method or Manner
Inspectors __ of Performance

:RTINENT 6. Absence of the 14. Problems with
FACTS Contractor's Supervisor __ Government-Furnished

7. Poor Documentation by I Equipment -

Contractor 15. Use of Improper ,Communication
8. Contractor's PriorSExperience I Channels by CO

-I16. Air Force Personnel!• ~~~9. Adversary Relationship -- 1.ArocePsonl!
Aea Rli p Performing Contractor

10. Change in Inspectors _ Duties -

Additional Pertinent Facts: __ _________.___

Comments3: _

22
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Page 2 of " Pages Lin
CASE REVIEW FORM

ASBCA Case No. 42L1L. Date Case Heard 5 e-(2 "7 1
Name of Contractor
Base Aw f . (!I Page No. -Vol. No. • 2
"Paragraph No. -f4017<_

Entitlement v' Both E&Q __ Dollar Amt. of Claim $/a23A4ZASE J.
Who won? Govt. %/ Ktr Amount of award $ ,L_,-
Time Extension requested (days) Awarded ,', (days)

Design Discipline: Electr __ Mech __ Civil __ Struc _____

0JECT Area of the Country: "dr_ Days Required #'10 MAJCOM, /-/A/'..
ATURES Size of Contract: $_• 311 3d COE involvement Yes__.No J•

Type of Work (project): L r
. Type of Work (Claim): ,.sML(!:MMActti 'AW•te. i Cht

1. Ambiguous Specs. V/: 1i. Improper Liquidated
2. Omissions in Specs. _1 Damages - F
3. Conflicts in Specs. I 15. Inspector-caused Delay -

4.. Differences in 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation I His Authority

5AIM . Impossibility of I 17. Inspector Improperly
the work described I Rejecting Work -

MEGORIES 6. Inaccurate tech. I 18. Inspector Improperly
data in specs. Directing Work

7. Differing Site- 19. Inspector Improperly
Conditions I Stopping Work

8. Changes in Specs. I 20. Fraud, Latent Defects,
- I or Gross Errors

9. Challenges in the 21. CO Acting Improperly
"Or Equal" area 22. CO Dcting Addely

10. Owner had superior 22. CO Directing Addt'l
knowledge -IWork

11. Failure to give 123. CO Improperly Rejecting
access to the: Work
work site - 24. Improper T for D

12. Poor Workmanship 25. Improper T for C w
13. Overzealous I

inspectiorr--I (continued)
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Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries:

Commentst I

and SubcontractorrsStart of Design -
12. Change in the3. Need for Addendum I

---- Contractor' s
4. Poor Documentation I Supervisor

by Inspector 1 13. C0 Directs Change in
5. Inexperience of I the Method or Manner

Inspectors __ I of Performance
:RTINENT 6. Absence of the '14. Problems with
FACTS Contractor's Supervisor __ I Government-Furnished

7. Poor Documentation by I Equipment
Contractor 1 15. Use of Improper

8. Contractor's Prior Communication
Experience I Channels by CO

--eaI 16. Air Force Personnel
9. Adversary Relationship -I Performing Contractor
10. Change in Inspectors . Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts: i 49U4&.i1014 "U/.dtzc' -

Comments,

214
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Pag ~of . Pages
CASE REVIEW FORM Bill

- r

ASBCA Case No. ___) _ Date Case Heard 2- 5 -79

Name of Contractor • • -o

Base , N'Z3 Page No. Vol. No.

Paragraph No. /L- ...."
r

ASE Entitlement - Bo h E&Q / Dollar Amt. of Claim $.a',..< x;
NF0 Who won? Govt. .2 Ktr ___ Amount of award $ C)

Time Extension requested V 14/ (days) Awarded ti!k (days)

Design Discipline: Electr __ Mech __ Civil __ Struc ___

0JECT Area of the Country: 0._ Days Required e MAJCOM: A
ATURES Size of Contract: $ "7-2• COE involvemenb Yes No

Type of Work (project): ,,'
Type of Work (Claim): t

1. Ambiguous Specs. i 14. Improper LiquidatedDamages
2. Omissions in Specs. , I -

3. Conflicts in Specs. 1 15. Inspector-caused Delay -

&. Differences:in 1 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation His Authority

LAIM 5. Impossibility of 1 17. Inspector Improperly
the work described I Rejecting Work __

rEGORIES 6. Inaccurate tech. 1 18. Inspector Improperly
data in specs. l Directinl Work

i 19. Inspector Improperly7. Differing SiteIStpigWr
Conditions Stopping Work

8. C20. Fraud, Latent Defects,
8. Changes in Specs. -I or Gross Errors
9. Challenges in the 21. CO Acting Improperly

"22. CO Directing Addt'l
10. Owner had superior I Workknowledge -
1. Failure to give 123. CO Improperly Rejecting• Work

access to the W
work site 24. Improper T for D

12. Poor Workmanship I 25. Improper T for C
13. Overzealous I

inspection- I (continued)
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Claim Categories(contd.)

Additional Claim Categries:

1. Need for Change Order 11. Lack of Coordination

2. Poor Criteria at the Between the Contractor

Start of Design an Sr•~~2 Cange iucntratose

3. Need for Addendum _ . C tactos-- Contractor' s

4. Poor Documentation Supervisor

by Inspector 13. CO Directs Change in
5. Inexperience of the Method or Manner

Inspectors _ of 'erformance
3TINENT 6. Absence of the 14. Problems with

PACTS Contractor's Supervisor _ Government-Furnished
7. Poor Documentation by Equipment

Contractor __ 15. Use of Improper

8. Contractor's Prior Communication
Experience_- Channels by CO -

9 16. Air Force Personnel
9. Adversary elationship -� Performing Contractor

10. Change in Inspectors Duties

A~dditional Pertinent Facts:

Comments: ()%)i('

e•4rm 4
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Page jof ~*Pages Lin__
CASE REVIEW FORM

ASBCA Case No. /'Date Cse Heard a,__._7

Name of Contractor ~~Q

Base A•?4, A 9b N1 Page No. Vol. No.

Paragraph No.

CASE Entitlement / Both E&Q __ Dollar Amt. of Claim $

INF0 Who won? Govt. __ Ktr L/V Amount of award $ //Time E-'tension requested 4j/La (days) Awarded AJ/, (days)

Design Discipline: Electr Mech Civil Struc _

PROJECT Area of the Country:,1 Days Required MAJCOM:
-FEATURES Size of Contract: $ 7( ýl2 ( COE involvement Yes No

Type of Work (project):
Type of Work (Claim): .'

1. Ambigu/ous.Spe-s. - 14. Improper Liquidated

2. Omissions in Specs. .j Damages

Conflicts in Specs. _ I 15. Inspector-caused Delay -

4. Differences in 1 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation His Authority

5, Impossibility of 1 17. Inspector Improperly
CLAIM the work described I Rejecting Work

CATEGORIES Inaccurate tech. 18. Inspector Improperly
data in specs. I Directing Work

•. Differing Site 1 19. Inspector ImproperlyConditions I Stopping Work8. Changes in Specs. 20. Fraud, Latent Defects,
or Gross Errors

9. Challenges in the 21. CO Acting Improperly
"Or Equal" area 21. CO Dcting Addtel

10. Owner had superior 22. CO Directing Addt'l
knowledge Work

3I. Ftailire to give 23. CO Improperly Rejecting
access to the Work-
work site 24. Improper T for D

12. Poor Workmanship _1 25. Improper T for C

.3. Overzealous I
ins pection. - I (continued)
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Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries:

Comme~nts:

1. Need for Change Order 1 11. Lack of Coordination
2. Poor Criteria at the Between the Contractor

Start of Design -u t o
3. Need for Addendum 12. Change in the

Contractor's
4. Poor Documentation Supervisor

by Inspector -- 13. CO Directs Change in
5. Inexperience of the Method or Manner

Inspectors I of Performance
"IPERTINENT 6. Absence of the 14. Problems with

FACTS Contractor's Supervisor _1 -Government-Furnished
7. Poor Documentation by Equipment

Contractor 115. Use of Improper
8. Contractor's Prior Communication

Experience Channels by CO
9. Adversary Relationship 116. Air Force Personnel

- I Performing Contractor
10. Change in Inspectors __ Duties

* Additional Pertinent Facts: __ __ _ __ __ _
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Page 20_'of Pages Lin
CASE REVIEW FORM Bill n

ASBCA Case No. Q2 J:5 Date Case Heard • A 7•
Name of Contractor -
Base 4/'-Y Page No. Vol. No.
Paragraph No .IL 0 q

CASE Entitlement V,_ Bo_ FQ Dollar Amt. of Claim $ (_t

INFO Who won? Govt. Ktr -a Amount of award $ It
Time Extension requested Amoun (days) Awarded , (days)

Design Discipline: Electr __J Mech 4J Civil ___ Struc
PROJCT Area of the Country: t Days Required MAJCOM: )UAC_
FEATURES Size of Contract: $ *712 U3_ COE inv-lvement Yes No_4_

Type of Work (project): _• • 4
Type of Work (Claim): eel /• ?ene roAsU&ik, eC-

1. Ambiguous. Specs. 14. Improper Liquidated
2. Omissions in Specs. _ I Damages

3. Conflicts in Specs. 1 15. Inspector-caused Delay -

4. Differences in 1 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation I His Authority

CLAIM 5. Impossibility of 17. Ispector Improperly
t the'work described Rejecting Work

CATEGORIES 6. Inaccurate tech. 1 18. Inspector Improperly
data in specs. I Directing Work

7. Differing Site I 19. Inspector Improperly
_-Conditions I Stopping Work

8. Changes in Specs. _ i 20. Fraud, Latent Defects,or Gross Errors
9. Challenges in the 1 21. CO Acting Improperly

"Or Equal" area 22. CO Directing Addt'l
10. Owner had superior 2 Work

knowledge 23. CO Improperly Rejecting
11. Failure to give . Work

access to the:
work site 24. Improper T for D

12. Poor Workmanship ___i 25. Improper T for C
13. Overzealous I

inspectio _I (continued)
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Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries:

Comments:$ JY16r Ad ioýreCe((Je i..jcý6e~t*tNeormový e'.oA, il(djrwL

1. Need for Change Order 1 11. Lack of Coordination
Between the Contractor

2. Poor Criteria at the and Subcontractors
Start of Design -----

3. Need for Addendum 12. Change in the• -- Contractor 's
4. Poor Documentation Supervisor

by Inspector 13. CO Directs Change in

5. Inexperience of the Method or Manner
Inspectors I of Performance

PERTINENT 6. Absence of the 14. Problems with

FACTS Contractor's Supervisor __ Government-Furnished
* 7. Poor Documentation by Equipment

Contractor 15. Use of Improper
8. Contractor's Prior Communication

-Experience I Channels by CO
"9. 16. Air Force Personnel
S9. Adversary Relationship -i i Performing Contractor
10. Change in Inspectors Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts:
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Page _t_ of _. Pages Lin
CASE REVIEW FORM Bill

ASBCA Case No. 2I?21 Date Case Heard _Tu. v Ie 1 17
Name of Contractor c. H ,..,4.-.Cl;ioM Ca.

Base Sk.p.J/-T• Page No. 6 9 Vol. No. ".-.
Paragraph No. 1, €'7

CASE Entitlement __ Both E&Q V/ Dollar Amt. of Claim $ /3,f7•

INFO Who won? Govt. __Ktr __& Amount of award $ 4 C3. YS
Time Extension requested N!A (days) Awarded V (days)

Design Discipline: Electr __ Mech _/ Civil __ Struc
PROJECT Area of the Country: _ Days Required 3o MAJCOM: A'rc

FEATURES Size of Contract: $ .'/f.O COE irrrolvemenb Yes___No_

Type of Work (project): re;,- pet w .CoS. 5ftpK

Type of Work (Claim): &-ev'iy AJ - r-,- a1 uecmd/Z

1.. Ambiguous: Specs. 14.. Improper Liquidated

2. Omissions in Specs. . Damages

3. Conflicts in Specs. 15. Inspector-caused Delay -

4. Differences in 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation His Authority

CLAIM 5. Impossibility of 17. Inspector Improperly
the work described Rejecting Work

CATEGORIES 6. Inaccurate tech. 18. Inspector Improperly
data in specs. IDirecting Work

7. Differing Site 19. Inspector Improperly

Conditions /I Stopping Work

8. Changes in Specs. 20. Fraud, Latent Defects,
-I or Gross Errors

9. Challenges in the 21. CO Acting Improperly
"Or Equal" area 22. CO Directing Addt'l

10. Owner had superior . Work
knowledge Wore

11. Failure to give 23. CO Improperly Rejecting
access to the Work
work site 24. Improper T for D

12. Poor Workmanship - 1 25. Improper T for C

13. Overzealous
inspection- __ (continued)
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ClPim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries:

Comments:

1. Need for Change Order 1__ 1. Lack of Coordination
2. Poor Criteria at the Between the Contractor

Start of Design and Subcontractors
3. Need for Addendum - 12. Change in the

---- NeContractor's
4. Poor Documentation Supervisor

by Inspector - 13. CO Directs Change in
5. Inexperience of the Method or Manner

Inspectors -..- of Performance
PERTINENT 6. Absence of the 14. Problems with

FACTS Contractor's Supervisor __ Government-Furnished
7. Poor Documentation by / Equipment

Contractor V./ 15. Use of Improper
8. Contractor's Prior Communication

Experience Channels by CO
9 d s 16. Air Force Personnel

9. Adversary Relationship -I Performing Contractor
10. Change in Inspectors -- Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts,

Comments: G .,e. *,nT;rrv& K

-%+ &ft 14140 1 It~k
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Page 4- of I Pages Lin
CASE REVIEW FORM Bill

ASBCA Case No. i.io vV Date Case Heard t•w,,cN
Name of Contractor &\IPL 9 pjý,S"

Base I'"01• a.•Page No. _ .oVol. No. ,_
Paragraph No. Vig I

CASE Entitlement "__ Both E&Q __ Dollar Amt. of Claim $ J•

INFO Who won? Govt. __ Ktr \-4 Amount of award $ L-1
Time Extension requested tin (days) Awarded KIA (days)

Design Discipline: Electr __ Mech ___ Civil __ Struc "N

ROJECT Area of the Country: 42j Days Required 4_/, MAJCOM: m c

EATURES Size of Contract: $ i COE involvement Yes No%_

Type of Work (project):,&4 eh,,-.•

Type of Work (Claim): ,wT~ - , -

1.: AAibiguous. Specs. - 14. Improper Liquidated

2. Omissions in Specs. _Damages

3. Conflicts in Specs. 15. Inspector-caused Delay -

4. Differences in 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation _His Authority

•CLAIM 5. Impossibility of 17. Inspector Improperly
the work described Rejecting Work

ATEGORIES 6. Inaccurate tech. 1 18. Inspector Improperly
data in specs. IDirecting Work

7. Differing Site I 19. Inspector Improperly
Conditions Stopping Work

8. Changes in Specs. 20. Fraud, Latent Defects,
-- or Gross Errors

9. Challenges in the 21. CO Acting Improperly
"Or Equal" area 22. CO Directing Addt'J

10. Owner had superior . WOrk
knowledge Work

11. Failure to give 23. CO Improperly Rejecting
access to the; Work
work site - 24. Improper T for D

12. Poor Workmanship 25. Improper T for C

13. Overzealous 
I

inspection- I (continued)
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Claim categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries: ________________

Comments: -- d .- -

1. Need for Change Order 11. Lack of Coordination
2. Por ritria t te I Between-the Contractor

2.tPort Criteriagtthn and Subcontractors

Star Nefor Addesindum 12. Chane in the
3. Ned fr Adendu ..1Contractor's

4.. Poor Documentation I Supervisor
by Inspector 13. CO Directs Change .in

5. Inexperience of I the Method or Manner
Inspectors I of Performance

ýERT IIENT 6. Absence of the 14. Problems with

FACTS Contractor's Supervisor _ . Government-F urn ished,
f7. Poor Documentation by Equipment

Contractor .9 15. Use of Improper

8. Contractor's Prior I Communication
Experience I Channels by CO

9.~~~~~ ~ ~ AvrayRltosi116. Air Force Personnel
9. dvesar Reatinshp -I Performing Contractor

10. Change in Inspectors - Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts:___ _____________

Comments: _______________________
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Page J of IL_ Pages Lin
CASE FORM Bill

ASBCA Case No. b_ _ Date Case Heard ____ _ 1, 19V
Name of Contractor
Base F.s. e -Wa4•.krv 0 Page No. 4 .2L. Vol. No. 7f -Z
Paragraph No.

CASE Entitlement V Both E&Q __ Dollar Amt. of Claim $ 07/_CASEWho won? Govt. Ktr .__ Amount of award $ $/A

Time Extension requested N14 (days) Awarded (days)

Design Discipline: Electr __ Mech __ Civil __" Struc
ROJECT Area of the Country: - Days Required. MAJCOM:
7ATURES Size of Contract: $ /fTZ0uMolfl COE involvement Yes./No

Type of Work (project): cc ns4 4-* meA;hca 4-c,'.V
Type of Work (Claim):. b'v ;,Ii.4,"

1.. Ambiguous: Specs. 14. Improper LiquidatedDamages
2. Omissions in Specs. .D

15. Inspector-caused Delay -3. Conflicts in Specs. _

4. Differences in 1 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation I His Authority

I 5. Impossibility of 17. Inspector Improperly
the work described Rejecting Work

kTEGORIES 6. Inaccurate tech. 1 18. Inspector Improperly
eI Directing Workdata in specs.

7. Differing Site I19. Inspector Improperly
Conditions I Stopping Work

8. Changes in Specs. 20. Fraud, Latent Defects,
n-I or Gross Errors9. Challenges in the 21. CO Acting Improperly _4

"Or Equal" area 22 C
10. Owner had superior 22. CO Directing Addt'l

knowledge -IWork
"11i. F'ailure to give 23. CO Improperly Rejecting

access to the Work
work site . 24. Improper T for D

12. Poor Workmanship -- 25. Improper T for C
13. Overzealous -

inspection- (continued)
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Claim Categories(contd.)

Additional Claim Categries: s$ 4"MPc•a" @

Comments: _-.-.

1. Need for Change Order 11. Lack of Coordination

2. Poor Criteria at the Between the Contractors
Start of Design and Subcontractors ___

3. Need for Addendum 12. Change in the
I- Contractor's

4. Poor Documentation Supervisor
by Inspector - CO Directs

13. Change inF
5. Inexperience of the Method or Manner

Inspectors __ of Performance
RTINENT 6. Absence of the 14. Problems with

FACTS Contractor's Supervisor __ Government-Furnished
7. Poor Documentation by EquipmTnt ,

Contractor 115. Use of Improper "

8. Contractor's Prior Communication
Experience I Channels by CO .

9. Adversary Relationship" - 16. Air Force Personnel
9R Performing Contractor 0

10. Change in Inspectors Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts: Pvobla" ju ,

Comments: gecr. .. •1o, c 4 pr ... e.. -• -•c.4- r/

alto
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Page I of Ij.. Pages LinN
CASE REVIEW FORM

ASBCA Case No. ,1,3,.4 Date Case Heard ,L -4g

Name of Contractor- ecx• 7C)Aa •re

Base % psP r ojtt Page No. j Vol. No. "4q-,.2

Paragraph No. Ci3t.'i,

ASE Entitlement • Both E&Q __ Dollar Amt. of Claim $1-1,4l3
Who won? Govt. ". Ktr __ Amount of award $ r•

Time Extension requested ije (days) Awarded yjIA (days)

Design Discipline: Electr Mech 'N_ Civil __ Struc
)JECT Area of the Country: /TJ --Days Required W/__4 MAJCOMs rnme
' TURES Size of Contracts $ k.e,,.I i,• COE involvemen1b Yes No .

; \.

Type of Work (project): _______________-___LJ_,^L__

Type of Work (Claim):s________________

l..Ambiguous. Specs. 14 I. Improper Liquidated
2. Omissions in Specs. Damages -r

3. Conflicts Specs. -- 15. Inspector-caused Delay -

4. Differences in 1 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation His Authority

AIM 5. Impossibility of I17. Inspector Improperly
the work described 1 Rejecting Work

-,,GORIES 6. Inaccurate tech. 18. Inspector Improperly
data in specs. Directing Work

7. Differing Site 19. Inspector Improperly
Conditions Stopping Work

8. Changes in Specs. 20. Fraud, Latent Defects,--8g SI or Gross Errors
9. Challenges in the 21. CO Acting Improperly

"Or Equal" area 22 C
10. Owner had superior 22. CO Directing Addt'l

knowledge Work

11. Failure to give 23. CO Improperly Rejecting
Work

access to the W
work site . 24. Improper T for D

12. Poor Workmanship - 1 25. Improper T for C

13. Overzealous 
-

inspection- I (continued)
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Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries:

Comments do4. -.-.

1. Need for Change Order 11. Lack of Coordination r
2.. Poor Criteria at the Between thb ContractorStart ofDesign__and Subcontractors " "

Start of Design -
3. Need for Addendum 12. Change in the-

Contractor's4. Poor Documentation Supervisor
by Inspector - 13. CO Directs Change in "

5. Inexperience of the Method or Manner
Inspectors of Performance

1TINENT 6. Absence of the 14. Problems with
FACTS Contractor's Supervisor __I Government-Furnished

7. Poor Documentation by Equipment r
Contractor __ 15. Use of Improper

8. Contractor's Prior Communication
Experience I Channels by CO -

9. Adversary Relationship 116. Air Force Personnel
9o- Performing Contractor

10. Change in Inspectors , Duties
Additional Pertinent Facts: '-w4 ? , &

Comments: __

228
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'age J of j Pages Lin
CASE REVIEW FORM Bill

Bill.

ASBCA Case No. p35_7 Date Case Heard 'Uty 5, /97?
Name of Contractor i-.;l. IP 4•'; e_
Base L.o,'a-q, fi4,;ne, Page No. 68,561 Vol. No. 71-Q
Paragraph No ." 1i, ifi

SE Entitlement Both E&Q Dollar Amt. of Claim $.. 4900
Who won? Govt. _ __ mount of award $ 1tj0
Time Extension requested N/A (days) Awarded &/A (days)

Design Discipline: Electr __ Mech __ Civil __ Struc /
JECT Area of the Country: - Days Required .s mAJCOM: sqc.
TURES Size of Contract: $ . COE involvement Yes No..L

Type of Work (project): reola•&Ia - .

Type of Work (Claim): ?__ ;ral.I 0"'is'5 "W; 0W.. ,

1.. Ambiguous. Specs. __ 14. Improper Liquidated
2. Omissions in Specs. 1 Damages

3. Conflicts in Specs. __1 15. Inspector-caused Delay -

4. Differences in 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation . His Authority

AIM . Impossibility of 1 17. Inspector Improperly
the work described Rejecting Work "

EGORIES 6. Inaccurate tech. 1 18. Inspector Improperly
data in specs. Directing Work

7. Differing Site 19. Inspector Improperly
Conditions I Stopping Work

8. Changes in Specs. - 20. Fraud, Latent Defects,
or Gross Errors

9. Challenges in the 21. CO Acting Improperly
"Or Equal" area 2 CO Dcting Addtel

10. Owner had superio, 22. CO Directing Addt'l
knowledge

11. Failure to give 23. CO Improperly Rejecting
access to the Work
work site . 24. Improper T forD -

12. Poor Workmanship I
25. Improper T for C

13. Overzealous I
inspection I (continued)
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Claim Categories(contd.)

Additional Claim Categries: Z__ __

Comments:

1. Need for Change Order 11. Lack of Coordination

2. Poor Criteria at the Between the Contractor
Start of Design and Subcontractors ___

1.Change in the
3. Need for Addendum __12. Cota ctoe-- ~Contractor's i

4. Poor Documentation Supervi.-or
by Inspector - 13. CO Directs Change in

5. Inexperience of the Method or MTanner
Inspectors __ of Performance

rINENT 6. Absence of the 14. Problems with

Contractor's Supervisor Government-FurnishedkCTS Eupet0
7. Poor Documentation by Equipment _

Contractor __ 15. Use of Improper

8. Contractor's Prior o
Experience Channels by CO -

AR16. Air Force Personnel
"9. Adversary Relationship Performing Contractor

10. Change in Inspectors -_ Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts: A-S- ;Ls,.

Comments: h --,- dj' .ne"- . S.,~4'j ,-.

lp
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Page I of IL Pages Lin N
CASE REVIEW FORM Bill

ASBCA Case No. l.lA Date Case Heard 1,.., ,,

Name of Contractor%5q r,,,,'r,'ti ,-,o. d ft, ! I.,,L,-,ry'

Base Arr cKkar Page No. 1aa• Vol. No. 4
Paragraph No. K3C Lt2

CASE Entitlement % Both E&Q N Dollar Amt. Of Claim San_ •

INFO Who won? Govt. N Ktr --- Amount of award $ oý
Time Extension requested "i A (days),Awarded L• (days)

Design Discipline: Electr __ Mech __ Civil __ Struc N4
PROJECT Area of the Country: Pi•_•Days Required d MAJCOM: f

FEATURES Size of Contracts $A,-_,"4i COE involvement Yes-NNo

Type of Work (project): ey-6 &-4 NQP Cl:_z- ,,•...gney
Type of Work (Claim), e agtlir-' 4 ,." 4 p " n a

1.1 Ambiguous. Specs. JL114. Improper Liquidated
2. Omissions in Specs. ._ I Damages

3. Conflicts in Specs. __ 15. Inspctor-causedDelay
4. Differences in 16. Inspector Acting Outside

Interpretation _ His Authority
CLAIM 5. Impossibility of 17. Inspector Improperly

the work described Rejecting Work
CATEGORIES 6. Inaccurate tech. 18. Inspector Improperly

data in specs. Directing Work
7. Differing Site 19. Inspector Improperly

Conditions Stopping Work

8. Changes in Specs. 20. Fraud, Latent Defects,
-- or Gross Errors

9. Challenges in the 21. CO Acting Improperly
"Or Equal" area 22. CO Dcting Addtl

10. Owner had superior 22. CO Directing Addt'l
knowledge Work

11. Failure to give 23. CO Improperly Rejecting
access to the Work
work site 24. Improper T for D

12. Poor Workmanship - 1 25. Improper T for C
13. Overzealous

inspection- (continued)
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Claim Categories(contd.)

Additional Claim Categries,

Comments: 1)i

1. Need for Change Order __ 11. Lack of Coordination

2. Poor Criteria at the Between the Contractor
Start of Design -and Subcontractors

3. Need for Addendum 12. Change in the
Contractor's

4. Poor Documentation Supervisor
by Inspector - 13. CO Directs Change in

5. Inexperience of the Method or Manner
Inspectors - of Performance

?ERTINENT 6. Absence of the 14. Problems with
Contractor's Supervisor Government-Furnished

7. Poor Documentation 'by Equipment

Contractor . 15. Use of ImproperCommunication
8. Contractor's Prior CoanicatiOnExereceV Chanlnels by COExperience V

1 16. Air Force Personnel
9. Adversary Relationship _ I Performing Contractor
10. Change in Inspectors - Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts: ,•L 4 4dA 4 A( ,i..t/zit

Comments: 46;6 4(AtU~ ~IoW4 ^0-4 ~
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Page I of • Pages Lin
CASE REVIEW FORM Bill -l

ASBCA Case No. _ _ __ Date Case Heard uIy aLl. 11979

Name of Contractor k+5 Aksc*cr.4,e ; 77nc.

Base SC# 1I. Page No. 6_g: 76. Vol. No. 77

Paragraph No. /Y 00!

CASE Entitlement • Both E&Q /Dollar Amt. of Claim $ I4Z3O.4O

INFO Who won? Govt. / Ktr __ Amount of award $ 17.3..O6
Time Extension requested L1A (days) Awarded , /VI (days)

Design Discipline: Electr -- _ Mech __ Civil __ Struc V/
FPROJECT Area of the Country: _ Days Required 9 MAJCOM: ^1AC
FEATURES Size of Contract: $ ' mo.l] COE involvements Yes-No woo

Type of Work (project): A -ar- ,;M.am-. +5 M FH
Type of Work (Claim): Rof-Tracss 661i'•. a•.0-J)

1. Ambiguous. Specs. 14. Improper Liquidated
2. Omissions in Specs. Damages

3. Conflicts in Specs. _1 15. Inspector-caused Delay -

4. Differences in 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation His Authority

CLAIM 5. Impossibility of 17. Inspector Improperly
the work described Rejecting Work

CATEGORIES 6. Inaccurate tech. 18. Inspector Improperly
data in'specs. I Directing Work

7. Differing Site 19. Inspector Improperly

Conditions Stopping Work

8. Changes in Specs. 20. Fraud, Latent Defects,
-- or Gross Errors9. Challenges in the 21. CO Acting Improperly-

"Or Equal" area -, 22. CO Directing Addt'l
10. Owner had superior WOrk

knowledge Work

11. Failure to give 23. CO Improperly Rejecting
access to the Work
work site _ 24. Improper T for D

12. Poor Workmanship 25. Improper T for C
13. Overzealous

inspection- __ (continued)
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Claim Categories(contd.)

Additional Claim Categrries: P aI

Comments:

- 1. Need for Change Order 11. Lack of Coordination

2. Poor Criteria at the Between the Contractor
Start of Design and Subcontractors

3. Need for Addendum 12. Change in-the
Contractor's

, 4. Poor Documentation Supervisor
by Inspector 13. CO Directs Change in

5. Inexperience of the Method or Manner
SInspectors of Performance
:PERTINENT 6ý. Absence of the 14. Problems witiu

Contractor's Supervisor I Government-FurnishedFACS I Equipment
7. Poor Documentation by

Contractor .) 15. Use of Improper

8. Contractor's Prior Communication
E e Channels by COExperience

. A 16. Air Force Personnel-- Performing ContractorS9. Adversary Relationship -I PefrigCnaco

10. Change in Inspectors __ Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts: I r-OP .r$.4s w;d46, s•,II'

Comments: tood#. 64A dmlA . dy
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.11 Joe 11 P . . . . . . . qp 1 11 !

Page I of I Pages Lin
CASE REVIEW FORM Bill

ASBCA Case No. *ionic Date Case Heard ,A9
Name of Contractor n.,DTww'I C"O (%,t I ri

BaseNLLn F.-LAy_ fc ge No. In Vol. No. ji9-#

Paragraph No. ja -Z

CASE Entitlement L.- Both E&Q Dollar Amc . of Claim $ A/IA

INFO Who won? Govt. _ Ktr L__ Amount of award $ o ir
Time Extension requested PJrA (days) Awarded days

Design Disciplines Electr Mech __ Civil _ZStruc
PROJECT Area of the Country: Vt5 Days Required m MAJCOM: 'T

FEATURES Size of Contract: $ N, hon COE involvement Yes No L-_

Type of Work (project): ?L`7 ,jic -4nnlsL ---

Type of Work (Claim): 1•, I ca

1. Ambiguous:Specs. I 14. Improper Liquidated

2. Omissions in Specs. Damages

3. Conflicts in Specs. 15. Inspector-caused Delay -

4. Differences in 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation I His Authority

CLAIM 5. Impossibility of 1 17. Inspector Improperly
the work described Rejecting Work

CATEGORIES 6. Inaccurate tech. 18. Inspector Improperly
data in spps. I Directing Work

7. Differing Site 19. Inspector Improperly
Conditions Stopping Work

8. Changes in Specs. 20. Fraud, Latent Defects,
-I or Gross Errors

9. Challenges in the 21. CO Acting Improperly
"Or Equal" area 22. CO Directing Addt'l

10. Owner had superior Work
knowledge ok

11. Failure to give 23. CO Improperly Rejecting
access to the Work
work site 24. Improper T for D

12. Poor Workmanship 25. Improper T for C

13. Overzealous
inspection-__ (continued)
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Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries,

Comments: ___ 7___i _

1. Need for Change Order 11. Lack of Coordination
2. Poor Criteria at the Between the Contractor

Start of Design and Subcontractors

3. Need for Addendum 12. Change in the
Contractor's

4. Poor Documentation Supervisor
by Inspector 13. CO Directs Change in

5. Inexperience of the Method or Manner
Inspectors __ of Performance

ERTINENT 6. Absence of the 14. Problems with

FACTS Contractor's Supervisor Government-Furnished
7. Poor Documentation by Equipment

Contractor _ 15. Use of Improper
8. Contractor's Prior I Communication

Experience . Channels by CO
9. 116. Air Force Personnel

9. Adversary Relationship -_ I Performing Contractor
10. Change in Inspectors Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts: . •12•4&-• o

Comments : V__ _ _ _ _"_ _"_ _ _ _ _ _
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Page _J_ of J Pages Lin
CASE REVIEW FORM Bill

ASBCA Case No. _ _ _ Date Case Heard Jo. 2 7. /77
Name of Contractor -PeAyr Lee 04s-rCa4c1*0
Base fI.+sbrj .Oy Page No. C.. 7 Vol. No. , L../
Paragraph No. /1 5 2

CASE Entitlement VL Both E&Q _ .Dollar A.dt. of Claim IL 9. Z0
INFO Who won? Govt. _ Ktr'_ Amount of award $ $1/A

Time Extension requested AJ/A (days) Awarded (days)

Design Discipline: Electr oO Mech _ ivil __ Struc
?ROJECT Area of the Country: Days Required MAJCOM: SAC.
"!EATURES Size of Contract: $L1 Z3,0 7-1 COE involvement YesNo_{

Type of Work (project): . A;e..%iJ• Vi-u.q;, Ski
Type of Work (Claim): PVc. 411, -t / 0 -- ' .

l..Ambiguous- Specs. 14 Improper Liquidated

2. Omissions in Specs. I Damages

3. Conflicts in Specs. 15. Inspector-caused Delay -

4. Differences in 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation His Authority

CLAIM 5. Impossibility of 1 17. Inspector Improperly
the work described .Rejecting Work

IATEGORIES 6. Inaccurate tech. 18. Inspector Improperly
data in specs. I Directing Work

7. Differing Site 19. Inspector Improperly
Conditions Stopping Work

8. Changes in Specs. 20. Fraud, Latent Defects,
-- or Gross Er- •rs

9. Challenges in the 21. CO ActLig Improperly
"Or Equal" area - "

10. Owner had superior 22. CO Directing Addt'l
knowledge - 1 Work

11. Failure to give 23. COIImproperly RejectingWr
access to the:Wr
work site ._ 24. Improper T for D

12. Poor Workmanship
25. Improper T for C

13. Overzealous I
inspectio _I (continued)
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Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries: e "rror. 1

Comments: Air4eP*Vq1 &1oa4&~e. Recestau/ f Mee+A- FMe. regrfs.

1. Need for Change Order 11. Lack of Coordination
2. Poor Criteria at the Between the Contractor
2. orCieria and Subcontractors

Start of Design __ 2Cagei h

3 Need for Addendum 12. Change in the• ~Contractor' s

4. Poor Documentation Supervisor
by Inspector 13. CO Directs Change in

5. Inexperience of the Method or Manner
Inspectors _ of Performance

PERTINENT 6. Absence of the 14. Problems with

FACTS Contractor's Supervisor Government-Furnished

7. Poor Documentation by Equipment
Contractor 15. Use of Improper

8. Contractor's Prior Communication
Experience Channels by CO

--. A16. Air Force Personnel
9. Adversary Relationship -I Performing Contractor
10. Change in Inspectors Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts: Pro$Ls. 0,/ •Is

Comments: ecbAusa-4- orr6*,61kV, gtuutej 4~,, L.- J cl:
n *4- rle-e fw- It1OC or*

S""I e0 f i
p.Pej t Afe 46 acce L* P 4e. /errt~

wr( a-Vt CC5 . u /%A

rX V4- S0 PU 2e, 4 - *rjePral k4..- e~autJv.;a.)
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Page -*- of j Pages Lin\__
CASE REVIEW FORM Bill

ASBCA Case No. cJj Date Case Heard 0 r". '-'c
Name of Contractor ;Z-I , Q Y\ t X c'\ A,., a, ,, 1 r ,.

Base Ar,- iagage No. L, j2 .Vol. No. yj9;-
Paragraph No. g --T

CASE Entitlement I., Both E&Q __ Dollar Amt. of Claim $J

INF0 Who won? Govt. __ Ktr N Amount of award $ t
Time Extension requested LI• (days) Awarded 4 jA (days)

Design Discipline: Electr __ Mech __ Civil 'N Struc

ROJECT Area of the Country: WoeO Days Required J= MAJCOM: let,
EATURES Size of Contract: $ i-.c,-! i COE involvemen. b Yes No_

Type of Work (project): OCt4UM1.I1d J '•ic, NA1 Au.AI.4 ,

Type of Work (Claim): k n in,, IA.-4=IIrIA,-a L ,.

1. •AmbiguousSpecs. 14. Improper Liquidated
2. Omissions in-Specs. Damages

3. Conflicts in Specs. _ I 15. Inspector-caused Delay -

4I,. Differences in I 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation I His Authority

.LAIM 5. Impossibility of 1 17. Inspector Improperly
the work described I Rejecting Work

S UTEGORIES 6. Inaccurate tech. I 18. Inspector Improperly
data in specs. I Directing Work

7. D 19. Inspector Improperly7.Differing SiteStpigWr
Conditions I Stopping Work

8. Changes in Specs. 20. Fraud, Latent Defects,
s -I or Gross Errors

9. Challenges in the 21. CO Acting Improperly -

"Or Equal" area -
22. CO Directing Addt'l10. Owner had superior I1Wr

knowledge -- Work
11. Failure to give I23. CO Improperly Rejectingk

access to the, Work
work site - 24. Improper T for D

12. Poor Workmanship I25. Improper T for C
13. Overzealous I

inspection _I (continued)
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Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries:

1. Need for Change Order 11. Lack of Coordination

2. Poor Criteria at the Between the Contractor
Start of Design - and Subcontractors -_

3. Need for Addendum 12. Change in the
Contractor's

4. Poor Documentation Supervisor -

by Inspector 13. CO Directs Change in
5. Inexperience of the Method or Manner

Inspectors __I of Performance
ERTINENT 6. Absence of the 14. Problems with

FACTS Contractor's Supervisor _1 Government-Furnished
7. Poor Documentation by Equipment

Contractor 1 15. Use of Improper
8. Contractor's Prior Communication

Experience I Channels by CO
9. Adversary Relationship 16. Air Force Personnel

a - I Performing Contractor
10. Change in Inspectors Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts: __ ___-__,_ __

Comments: _

p

/
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Page _ of j Pages Lin _ "
CASE REVIEW FORM Bill

ASBCA Case No. J- C Date Case Heard ? /'• 77
Name of Contractor 6 4a U 4"

Base pF, )L,,% Page No. uhiaq Vol. No. 4-1

Paragraph No. 13 iFc-

Entitlement . Both E&Q *j_ Dollar Amt. of Claim $4_AASE
Who won? Govt. __ Ktr Amount of award $ A•) j (), ?NFO
Time Extension requested A-4 q (days) Awarded (A (days)

Design Discipline: Electr _-- Mech __ Civil __ Struc N
3JECT Area of the Country: sii ays Required J&• MAJCOM: ,5no.
KTURES Size of Contract: $ It .It UL COE involvement Yes Noh_

Type of Work (project): C C Z44Zu- z* % -
Type of Work (Claim): %-_i,4,.Az c'ý =r6=c

2. Ambiguous Specs. 14. Improper Liquidated
Damages2. Omissions in Specs. _I-

3. Conflicts in Specs. 15. Inspector-caused Delay -

/4,. Differences in 16. Inspector Acting Outside

Interpretation __ His Authority

,5AIM . Impossibility of 1 17. Inspector Improperly
the work described I Rejecting Work

VEGORIES 6. Inaccurate tech. 1 18. Inspector Improperly
data in specs. I_ Directing Work

7. Differing Site 19. Inspector Improperly
Conditions IStopping Work

8. Changes in Specs. T' 20. Fraud, Latent Defects,or Gross Errors
9. Challenges in the 21. CO Acting Improperly

"Or Equal" area _"i0 Oner Eual aea 22. CO Directing Addt'l

10. Owner had superiorWork
knowledge 

Work

11. Failure to, give 23. CO Improperly Rejecting

access to the Work
work site 24. Improper T for D

12. Poor Workmanship 1 25. Improper T for C

13. Overzealous I
inspection- t (continued)
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Claim Categories(contd.) Lo .L"

Additional Claim Categries: CO ,A% t dT#

kr
Coments :,•) •u l' ! "- '

1. Need for Change Order _• 11. Lack of Coordination
2. Poor Criteria at the Between the Contractorr

Start of Design and Subcontractors .. :
3 Need for Addendum 12. Change in the

3. edfrdenu Contractor's

4. Poor Documentation I Supervisor
by Inspector - 13. CO Directs Change in

5. Inexperience of the Method or Manner

Inspectors __ I of Performance

INENT 6. Absence of the 14. Problems with
Contractor's Supervisor __I Government-FurnishedS'ACTS I Equipment r'

7. Poor Doctumentation by E p
Contractor __ 15. Use of Improper

8. Contractor's Prior CommunicationExeineI Channels by COExperience'.
9. 16. Air Force Personnel

9. Adversary Relationship -_ i Performing Contractor
10. Change in Inspectors _ Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts: _______________

Comments: &t.60A

2.4

A "
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?age 1 _ of L Pages LinN
CASE REVIEW FORM Bill

ASBCA Case No. 2 19 1, 11 Date Case Heard __ /a__ - "_77

Name of Contractor cre_

Base 4-t<4F,Ar4Page No. 6T0,4*7 Vol. No. -'i")
Paragraph No. 1" 7

Entitlement j Both E&Q : Dollar Amt. of Claim ; & Jqj

Who won? Govt. *j Ktr __ Amount of award $ i

Time Extension requested p, (days) Awarded w)p (days)

Design Discipline: Electr __ Mech" Civil __ Struc
'JECT Area of the CountryiALd_'tDays Required K MAJCOM:

.TURES Size of Contract: $ t)• 91?If COE involvementi Yes_ No-_

Type of Work (project): C41lf 4

Type of Work (Claim): 11c$J 1  "C>nA' I AJC

1.. Ambiguous: Specs. - !4. Improper Liquidated

2. Omissions in Specs. _ I Damages
15. Inspector-caused Delay -3. Conflicts in Specs. _

4•. Differences in 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation I His Authority

AIM 5. Impossibility of 1 17. inspector Improperly
the work described I Rejecting Work

EGORIES 6. Inaccurate tech. 1 18. Inspector Improperly
data in specs. Directing Work

7. Differing Site 19. Inspector Improperly

Conditions I Stopping Work

8. Changes in Specs. _T1 20. Fraud, Latent Defects,
-- or Gross Errors

9. Challenges in the 21. CO Acting Improperly"Or Equal" area -
"Or qua" aea22. CO Directing Addt'l

10. Owner had superior 2 Wore
knowledge

1. Failure to give " 23. CO Improperly Rejecting
access to the Work
work site 24. Improper T for D

12. Poor Workmanship 25. Improper T for C

13. Overzealous
inspection. I (continued)
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Claim Categories(contd.)

Additional Claim Categries: __

Comments: S~a ,4-& d-44

1. Need for Change Order 11. Lack of Coordination

2. Poor Criteria at the Between the Contractor
Start of Design and Subcontractors -__

3. Need for Addendum 12. Change in the
Contractor's

4. Poor Documentation Supervisor
by Inspector 13. CO Directs Change in

5. Inexperience of the Method or Manner
Inspectors of Performance

1TINENT 6. Absence of the 14. Problems with

?ACTS Contractor's Supervisor __ Government-Furnished
7. Poor Documentation by Equipment

Contractor __ 15. Use of Improper

8. Contractor's Prior CommunicationExperience I Channels by CO -

16. Air Force Personnel
9. Adversary Relationship - Performing Contractor
10. Change in Inspectors - Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts:

Comments: __

""

7.I!

Pj .1



Page J-. Of J_ Pages Lin _

CASE REVIEW FORM BlBil

ASBCA Case No. 22 370 Date Case Heard 120. 15 1179
Name of Contractor Rapm.. Conshxcd-Ao,, Tw
Base Li~kc 14Z Page No. 447fj: Vol. No. 77i
Paragraph No. /,6q(

CASEEntitlement &/ Both E&Q __Dollar Amt. of Claim$ 'O
INOWho won? Govt. V Ktr __Amount of award $ b1/A

Time Extension requested AA dv)Awarded (davs)

Design Discipline: Electr __Mech __Civil __Struc____

.PROJECT Area of the Country: _ Days Required MAJCOM: T4
FEATURES Size o f Contract: $ 7-21 COE involvemenbe Yes-No woo

Type of Work (project): eetv~..- I- )~
Type of Work (Claim): t.(

1... Ambiguous Specs. 14.. Improper Liquidated
2. Omissions in Specs. _I...., Damages

3. Conflicts in Specs. _ I_ 15. Inspector-caused Delay -

4.. Differences in 1 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation I_ His Authority

CAM5. Impossibility of I 17. Inspector ImproperlyCAMthe work described __I Rejecting Work-
CATEGORIES 6. Inaccurate tech. 1 18. Inspector Improperly

.data in specs. IDirecting Work
7. DifrngSt 19. Laspector Improperly

Conditions StpigWr

8. Changes in Zecs. -l 20. Fraud, Latent Defects,
-I or Gross Errors

9. Challenges in the 21. CO Acting Improperly-
"Or Equal" area -J 22. CO Directing Addt'l

10. Owner had superior IWork
knowledge 23. CO Improperly Rejecting

11. Failure to give Wor
access to the Wr
work site 24.. Improper T for D

12. Poor Workmanship 25. Improper T for C
13. Overzealous

inspection __ (continued)
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Claim Categories(contd.)

Additional Claim Categries: " 4*ieS (aeeA 4Por

Comments:

1. Need for Change Order 11. Lack of Coordination
Between the Contractor 7

2. Poor Criteria at the and Subcontractors
Start of Design

3. Need for Addendum 1 Contractos-- Contractor' s
4. Poor Documentation Supervisor

by Inspector 13. CO Directs Change in

5. Inexperience of the Method or Manner
Inspectors - of Performance

.ERTINENT 6. Absence of the 14. Problems with
FACTS Contractor's Supervisor __I Government-Furnished

7. Poor Documentation by Equipment
Contractor - 115. Use of Improper

8. Contractor's Prior Communication
Experience /I Channels by CO

1 16. Air Force Personnel
9. Adversary Relationship -_ Performing Contractor
10. Change in Inspectors _ Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts:

Comments: 144-r i n-f..ae 4&, .) e

ftIyol~k n-&W e wa,.b b4$e- sit r5JeCr . tAA
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CPage __ of _/ Pages Lini ___77

CASE REVIEW FORM Bill __

ASBCA Case No. -.14 Ag Date Case Heard R r 4q
Name of Contractor -,W,"., O . (

Base G1,5 A IuQ . Page No. lJi.sI, Vol. No. !k-1

Paragraph No. i3-:4"h-

CASE Entitlement &-- Both E&Q -_ Dollar Amt. of Claim it 1 n

INFO Who won? Govt. __ Ktr ,-' Amount of award $ i l io

Time Extension requested jij. (days) Awarded li, (days)

Design Discipline: Electr __ Mech __ Civil __ Struc a'
PROJECT Area of the Country:tutDays Required • MAJCOM: •
FEATURES Size of Contract: $Ii°,fu.. COE involvement Yes No /

Type of Work (project):
Type of Work (Claim) ,..,.'*

1.. Ambiguous. Specs. 14. Improper Liquidated

2. Omissions in Specs. __1 Damages
3. Conflicts in Specs. _ I 15. Inspector-caused Delay _

4. Differences in 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation His Authority -

5. Impossibility of 1 17. Inspector Improperly
CLAIM the work described I Rejecting Work

CATEGORIES 6. Inaccurate tech. 1 18. Inspector Improperly
data in specs. I Directing Work

7. Differing Site 19. Inspector Improperly
Conditions Stopping Work

8. Changes in Specs. 20. Fraud, Latent Defects,7I or Gross Errors
9. Challenges in the 1 21. CO Acting Improperly -

"Or Equal" ar22. CO Directing Addt'l

10. Owner had superior I Work
knowledge - 23. CO Improperly Rejecting

11. Failure to give I Work
access to the: I
work site .1 24. Improper T for D

12. Poor Workmanship _ I 25. Improper T for C

13. Overzealous I
inspection- __1 (continued)
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Claim Categories(contd..)
* Additional Claim Categries:

Comments:

1. Need for Change Order 11. Lack of Coordination

12. Poor Criteria at the Between the Contractor:, Stat of esignand Subcontractors _
Start of Design -: 12. Change in the

* 3. Need for Addendum 1 Contractor's
4. Poor Documentation Supervisor

Sby Inspector -- 13. CO Directs Change in

5. Inexperience of the Method or Manner
Inspectors I of Performance

PERTINENT 6. Absence of the 14. Problems with
FACTS Contractor's Supervisor __ Government-Furnished

7. Poor Documentation by Equipment
Contractor I 15. Use of Improper

I Communication8. Contractor's Prior V Channels by CO
Experience

1 16. Air Force Personnel
9. Adversary Relationship -I Performing Contractor
10. Chango in Inspectors 7L Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts: •J4 •

Commentss
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Page .. of _. Pages Lin
CASE REVIEW FORM Bill ___

ASBCA Case No. .73? Date Case Heard &/V Y /1/171
Name of Contractor t4-. L,, c Sr11t-oo,v

Base 0 ove.'. P oJ. Page No. _.__ Vol. No. 7Z2-/
Paragraph No. L3.V/,

CASE Entitlement _ Both E&Q __ Dollar Amt. of Claim $ 'Os. '
Who won? Govt. /Ktr -- Amount of award $ N/AINO Time Extension requested /L (days) Awarded (days)

Design Discipline: Electr / Mech __ Civil __ Struc
PROJECT Area of the Country: ___ Days Required 18t) MAJCOM: __ r,

FEATURES Size of Contract: $.21L COE involvement Yes__ _i

Type of Work (project):
Type of Work (Claim): " I' "

1.. Ambiguous. Specs. 14. Improper Liquidated
2. Omissions in Specs. __I Damages

3. Conflicts in Specs. 15. Inspector-caused Delay -

4. Differences in 1 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation I His Authority

CLAIM 5. Impossibility of I 17. Inspector Improperly
the work described .I Rejecting Work

CATEGORIES 6. Inaccurate tech. I 18. Inspector Improperly
data in specs. I Directing Work

7. Differing SiteI 19. Inspector Improperly
CDinditions eI Stopping Work

8. Changes in Specs. 20. Fraud, Latent Defects,
i-I or Gross Errors

9. Challenges in the 21. CO Acting Improperly
"Or Equal" area 22. CO Directing Addt'l

10. Owner had superior I Work
knoledge -o

11. Failure to give 1 23. CO Improperly Rejecting
acceas to the; Work
work site . 24. Improper T for D

12. Poor Workmanship 25. Improper T for C

13. Overzealous I
inspection _I (continued)
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Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries, ___ __

Comments.

1. Need for Change Order 1__ 1. Lack of Coordination
2. Poor Criteria at the Between the Contractor

and SubcontractorsStart of Design _

3. Need for Addendum 12. Change in the
Contractor's

4. Poor Documentation Supervisor
by Inspector 13. CO Directs Change in

5. Inexrerience of the Method or Manner
Inspectors I of Performance

PERTINENT 6. Absence of the 14. Problems wit:h

FACTS Contractor's Supervisor __ Government-Furnished
7. Poor Documentation by Equipment

Contractor 19 15. Use of Improper
8. Contractor's PriorI CommunicationExperience t Channels by CO

ExpAderience R t16. Air Force Personnel

9. Adversary Relationship Performing Contractor
10. Change in Inspectors ___ Duties

Additional Pert.nent Facts: I 4+• p..

Comments: "D. 7 4' A,... "- p,.v-ownf e'•.'
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Page _ of _ Pages Lin _
CASE REVIEW FORM Bill

ASBCA Case No. •-•(C• Date Case Heard 1c'= QP• "!

Name of Contractor &---_* ( .4-V
Base AMjr age No. 6 Vol. No. lC-
Paragraph No. I

CASE Entitlement u/ Both E&Q Dollar Amt. of Claim $ ,7 '&ua

Who won? Govt. __ Ktr -- Amount of award $___J_,___'___-

Time Extension requested t'[( (days) Awarded (days)

Design Discipline: Electr__ Mech __ Civil __ Struc ___

PROJECT Area of the Country:,ILL• Days Required "1IA MAJCOM: •
FEATURES Size of Contract: $ COE involvemenb Yes__No

Type of Work (project): A117 tit t4*j,'f# mo.'f5

Type of Work (Claim): P, +i Al

1.. Ambiguous: Specs. 14. Improper LiquidatedDamages
2. Omissions in Specs. _D
3. Conflicts in Specs. 15. Inspector-caused Delay -

4. Differences n 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation I His Authority

5. Im1ossibility of 17. Inspector Improperly
CLAIM the work described Rejecting Work

'ATEGORIES 6. Inaccurate tech. '18. Inspector Improperly
data in specs. • Directing Work

7. Differing Site 19. Inspector Improperly

Conditions Stopping Work

8. Changes in Specs. 20. Fraud, Latent Defects,
•- or Gross Errors

9. Challenges in the 21. CO Acting Improperly
"Or Equal" area

10. Owner had superior 22. CO Directing Addt'l
knowledge --- Wor

11. Failure to give 23. CO Improperly Rejecting
access to the Work
work site _ 24. Improper T for D

12. Poor Workmanship -- 25. Improper T for C

13. Overzealous
inspection- (continued)

251



Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries:

Commentsý')grenr 4L 6w ldi.tS C44 6eenj cccep~e ~ ~ Ir ae /6 rework i'

1. Need for Change Order 1 11. Lack of Coordination
2. Poor Criteria at the Between the Contractor

Str fDsg and SubcontractorsStart of Design- . ith

3. Need for Addendum 1 1 Congeictor-- Contractor' s
4. Poor Documentation I Supervisor

by Inspector 1 13. CO Directs Change in
5. Inexperience of / the Method or Manner

Inspectors I of Performance
ERTINENT 6. Absence of the 14. Problems with

FACTS Contractor's Supervisor I Governmant-Furnished
7. Poor Documentation by I Equipment

Contractor 1 15. Use of Improper
8. Contractor's Prior I Communication

Experience I Channels by CO _-
9 Adversary Relationship 1 16. Air Force Personnel
S1 Performing Contractor

10. Change in Inspectors I Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts:

Comments:

252
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Page . of PPages FORM Lin
CASE REVIEW FORM Bill

ASBCA Case No. • Date Case Heard (3 q1
Name of Contractor _____ _______

Bas e e:, Igi-t1N Pr,9Y 491Aeag e No . OSL"-0. Vol. No.
Paragraph No.

CASE Entitlement /Both E&Q Dollar Amt. of Claim $CASE Who won? Govt. __ Ktr S/ Amount of award $ fJ t\Time Extension requested A/D¶ (days) Awarded Af I (days)

Design Discipline: Electr _ Mech Civil Struc •
.ROJECT Area of the Country:J41'J --Days Required MAJCOM:
fEATURES Size of Contract: $ 3-10 COE involvemenb Yes No•

Type of Work (project): ,,'ior Ia'-t&•.c.
Type of Work (Claim): . 41 . A _

1.. Ambiguous. Specs. - 14. Improper Liquidated
2. Omissions in Specs. _ I1 Damages
3. Conflicts in Specs. 15. Inspector-caused Delay -

4. Differences in 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation His Authority

CLAIM 5. Impossibility of 1 17. Inspector Improperly
the work described I Rejecting Work

IATEGORIES 6. Inaccurate tech. 1 18. Inspector Improperly
Sdata in specs. IDirecting Work

7. Differing Site 19. Inspector Improperly
Conditions Stopping Work

8. Changes in Specs. 20. Fraud, Latent Defects,
8p- or Gross Errors

9. Challenges in the 21. CO Acting Improperly
"Or Equal" area 22. CO Directing Addtp l

10. Owner had superior . Work
knowledge -Wor

11. Failure to give 23. CO Improperly Rejecting
access to the Work
work site 24. Improper T for D

12. Poor Workmanship 25. Improper T for C

13. Overzealous
inspection __I (continued)

253
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Claim Categories(contd.)

Additional Claim Categries: 4_________ _O _¢ _c_ _ e_ _ _-rot

Comments: c l'i Filoi piocZ c~ ore//er

1. Necd for Change Order 11. Lack of Coordination
2. Poor Criteria at the Between the ContractorStart of Design a and Subcontractors3 Need for Addendum 12. Change in the3. Nd fContractor's
4. Poor Documentation/ Supervisor

by Inspector - 13. CO Directs Change in
5. Inexperience of the Method or Manner

Inspectors of Performance
'ERTINENT 6. Absence of the 14. Problems with

Contractor's Supervisor Government-Furnished7. Poor Documentation by Equipment
Contractor . i 15. Use of Improper

8. Contractor's Prior Communication
Experience• Channels by CO

A _ 16. Air Force Personnel
9. Adversary Relationship M. Performing Contractor
10. Change in Inspectors - Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts$

Comments:

254



Page _, of Pages Lin ___n

CASE REVIEW FORM Bill

ASBCA Case No. • Date Case Heard i t '2

Name of Contractor ýAd4-. _ 44 6L •

Base g,, A FIC&Th Page No. YO Vol. No.

Paragraph No. 1•Rgy_•

Entitlement 4 Both E&Q Dollar Amt. of Claim $•_-e_

"ANFO Who won? Govt. _ Ktr 7-Amount of award $ '/fr
Time Extension requested P[A (days) Awarded A//1 (days)

Design Discipline: ElectrDa Mech __ Civil Struc
IOJECT Area of the Country.40.ctDays Required t11 MAJCOM: rQ_

EATURES Size of Contract: $ -QY.. COE involvement Yes No_,./

Type of Work (project): f ec,.eeu 4.,1 OA VFMH UPIYS

Type of Work (Claim): 9,'vt +1 &

1.. Ambiguous. Specs. - 14. Improper Liquidated
2. Omissions in Specs. Damages

3. Conflicts in Specs. 15. Inspector-caused Delay -

4. Differences in 16. Inspector Acting Outside

Interpretation His Authority
A15. Impossibility of 17. Inspector Improperly

MAIM the work described Rejecting WorkI18. Inspector Improperly "
LTEGORIES 6. Inaccurate tech. I nDiectin Work

data in specs. Directing Work
7. Differing Site 19. Inspector Improperly

Conditions L Stopping Work

8. Changesin Specs. 20. Fraud, Latent Defects,
"p-I or Gross Errors

9. Challenges in the 21. CO Acting Improperly
"22. CO Directing Addt'l

10. Owner had superior Work
11i Failure \to give 23. CO Improperly Rejecting

access t the; Work
work sit 24. Improper T for D

12. Poor Workmanship -- 25. Improper T for C

13. Overzealous
inspection _I (continued)
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Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries:

Comments: 7- e ( ei cled d ord, ) c+,4oc'.e - ( \?? :5

1. Need for Change Order 11. Lack of Coordination

2. Poor Criteria at the Between the Contractorand Subcontraztors __
Start of Design adSbotatr
Ste ofo Adesignd-um12. Change in the

3. Need for Addendum __I Cnrco'-- Contractor's
4. Poor Documentation Supervisor* by Inspector -

by I13. CO Directs Change in
5. Inexperience of the Method or Manner

Inspectors of Performance
,TINENT 6. Absence of the 14. Problems with

PACTS Contractor's Supervisor __ Government-Furnished
7. Poor Documentation by Equipment

Contractor 15. Use of Improper
8. Contractor's Prior Communication

Experience Channels by CO -

/1 16. Air Force Personnel9. Adversary Relationship Performing Contractor
10. Change in Inspectors Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts:

Comments:

256
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Page L of _.5 Pages Linw_'
CASE REVIEW FORM Bill

ASBCA Case N~o ~ y> Date Case Heard _______

Name of Contractor')-6 Aiu L •. rOL_..

Base R,• , .AFRý U> Page No. 0,0 Vol. No.

Paragraph No. 13/A

*ASE Entitlement _' Both E&Q __ Dollar Amt. of Claim $ r_ _

Who won? Govt. v" Ktr -Amount of award $ t'IA
Time Extension requested P1f1t (days) Awarded /Jf4. (days)

Design Discipline: Electr __ Mech __ Civil __ Struc _ _

OJECT Area of the Country:iM¶___Days Required MAJCOM: •:A5 ,

ATURES Size of Contract: $ •q •C) COE involvemenb Yes No V,

Type of Work (project):

Type of Work (Claim): At

1. Ambiguous: Specs. 1. Improper Liquidated

2. Omissions in Specs. _ Damages

1 C5. Inspector-caused Delay -3. Conflicts in Specs. _
1. Differences in 16. Inspector Acting Outside

Interpretation __ His Authority
LAI1 5. Impossibility of 17. Inspector Improperly

the work described Rejecting Work

rEGORIES 6. Inaccurate tech. 18. Inspector Improperly
data in specs. I Directing Work

7. Differing Site 19. Inspector Improperly

Conditions Stopping Work
8 Changes in Specs. 20. Fraud, Latent Defects,• -I or Gross Errors
9. Challenges in the 21. CO Acting Improperly

"Or Equal" area

10. Uwner had superior 22. CO Directing Addt'li0. wnerhadsupeiorWork
knowledge

11. Failure to give 23. CO Improperly Rejecting

access to the Work
work site 24. Improper T for D

12. Poor Workmanship - 25. Improper T for C

13. Overzealous
inspection- (continued)
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Claim Categories(contd.)

Additional Claim Categries:

•~~~. 4- df , -- , _:

1. Need for Change Order 1 11. Lack of Coordination

2. Poor Criteria at the Between the Contractor
Start of Design and Subcontractors __

3. Need for Addendum 12. Change In the
_ -- Contractor's

4 Poor Documentation I Supervisor
by Inspector 1 13. CO Directs Change in

5. Inexperience of I the Method or Manner
Inspectors 7 of Performance

[TINENT 6. Absence of the 114. Problems with

'ACTS Contractor's Supervisor - Government-Furnished

7. Poor Documentation by Equipment
Contractor I 15. Use of Improper

8. Contractor's Prior Communication
Experience Channels by CO

9. Adversar-j Relationship "1--16. Air Force Personnel
. CPerforming Contractor

10. Change in Inspectors Z .Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts:

Comments:

258
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SPage 5 of Pages Lin
CASE REVIEW FORM Bill

Bil

ASBCA Case No. ýNIcZL Date Case Heard (T 0 7
Name of Contractor ,-• ,f J .

Base ) Page No. (661tJ Vol. No. A19-f

Paragraph No. JA'qf!A
CASE Entitlement __" Both E&Q __ Dollar Amt. of Claim $ 'ett

Who won? Govt. /Ktr A__ mount of award $ 41_ _
Time Extension reqvt'tal 1U) (A (days) Awarded - -//I (days)

Design Discipline: Electr Mech Civil Struc ___

PROJECT Area of the Country% /M, drcDays Required W MAJCOM: -54C
SFEATURES Size .of Contract: $ •q2 70  COE involvements Yes No O

Type of Work (project): i ff4=
TyPe of Work (Claim):__,

1.. Ambiguous: Specs. 14. Improper Liquidated
2. Omissions in Specs. _ I Damages

. 15. Inspector-caused Delay -3 . Conflicts in Specs. -1

Lj.. Differences in 1 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation _ His Authority

5. Impossibility of 1 17. Inspector Improperly
CLAIM the work described I Rejecting Work

CATEGORIE"I 6. Inaccurate tech. 1 18. Inspector Improperly
data in specs. I Directing Work

7. Differing ISite 19. Inspector Improperly

Conditions Stopping Work

8. Changes in Specs. 20. Fraud, Latent Defects,
e-I or Gross Errors

9. Challenges in the 21. CO Acting Improperly 7
"Or Equal" area

10. Owner had superior 22. CO Directing Addt'l
knowledge Work

11. Failure to give 23. CO Improperly Rejecting
access to the; Work -

work site .---- 1 24. Improper T for D -

12. Poor Workmanship I 25. Improper T for C

13. Overzealous 2
inspectiorr ___i (continued)
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Claim Categories(contd.)
.*: Additional Claim Categries_

SComments:

1. Need for Change Order __ . Lack of Coordination
I 2. Poor Criteria at the Between the Contractor

"and SubcontractorsStart of Design
3. Need for Addendum 12. Change in the3. NdContractor's
4. Poor Documentation I Supervisor

Sby Inspector 13. CO Directs Change in5. Inex; Lience of the Method or Manner
Insppctors I of Performance

,.PERTINENT 6. Absence of the 14. Problems with

-FACTS Contractor's Supervisor i Goverment-FurnishedFAT "[_ oEquiment -unse
7. Poor Documentation by Equipment

Contractor 15. Use of Improper?'I- Communication
8. Contractor's Prior

.IExperience Channels by CO"E Ape Relationship 7 16. Air Force Personnel
.dversaryRe- I Performing Contractor

10. Change in Inspectors Duties

*' Additional Pertinent Facts:

Comments:
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Page _ of ;_ Pages Lin
"CASE REVIEW FORM Bill _

ASBCA Case No. 2;??L5 Date Case Heard Nai. 304 /17,
Name of Contractor c se. Cos*ec#L,, C-o .n.
Base ktwu2# CA Page No. Vol. No. 72.1

Paragraph No.'
I/

CASE Entitlement % Both E&Q __ Dollar Amt. of Claim $ 177.2oINFO Who won? Govt. S Ktr__ Amount of award $ N/A

Time Extension requested W4 (days) Awarded (days)

Design Discipline: Electr Mech Civil I__Struc •
PROJECT Area of the Country: _ Days Required MAJCOM: A4C.
FEATURES Size of Contract: $ ___ sq I COE involvement Yes' No___

Type of Work (project): co4$+ so41 4 a c @od
Type of Work (Claim): "• 'I ,•- ,,vak

l...Ambiguous.Specs. 14. Improper Liquidated

2. Omissions in Specs. Damages

3. Conflicts in Specs. 15. Inspector-caused Delay

4. Differences in 1 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation I His Authority

CLAIM 5. Impossibility of 17. Inspector Improperly
the work described Rejecting Work

CATEGORIES 6. Inaccurate tech. 18. Inspector Improperly
data in specs. Directing Work

7. Differing Site 19. Inspector Improperly
Conditions Stopping Work

8. Changes in Specs. 20. Fraud, La.tent Defects,
-- or GroEs Errors

9. Challenges in the 21. CO Acting Improperly
"Or Equal" area 22. CO Directing Addt'I

10. Owner had superior 2 Work
knowledge Wr

11. Failure to give 23. CO Improperly Rejecting
access to the Work
work site 24. Improper T for D

12. Poor Workmanship 71 25. Improper T for C
13. Overzealous 2

inspection- I (continued)
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Claim Categories(contd.)

Additional Claim Categries: in Dq s$se

Comments:

1. Need for Change Order 1__ 1. Lack of Coordination

2. Poor Criteria at the Between the Contractor
Str fDsg and SubcontractorsStart of Design

3. Need for Addendum 12. Change in the
Contractor's

4. Poor Documentation Supervisor
by Inspector - 13. CO Directs Change in

5. Inexperience of the Method or Manner
Inspectors I of Performance

PEF.TtNE"T 6. Absence of the 14. Problems with

FACTS Contractor's Supervisor Government-Furnished

7. Poor Documentation by Equipment

Contractor -- _ 15 Use of Improper

8. Contractor'j Prior Communication
Experience - Thannels by CO

9 16. Air "orns Persornel9. Adversary Relationship ...... . Pro~:g urco
AUVW~LYurLIu4. .... Performinig Contrz.-tor

10. Change in Inspectors -. Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts: PAZ__- ______

Comments: . I 441,- 0 __ r;• " NW
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Page __of _.Pages Lin
CASE REVIEW FORM Bill _

ASBCA Case No. 2____q5 Date Case Heard No. 305 1•7g
Name of Contractor __ A• em (fon$.I-&&ec4i
Base "AIro-,;s/ CA Page No. - . Vol. No. " =.--

Paragraph No.

CASE Entitlement __ Both E&Q _/ Dollar Amt. of Claim $ 1712. Z?

INFO Who won? Govt. */. Ktr '_ Amount of award $ /6/0.72
Time Extension requested AJIA (days) Awarded (days)

Design Discipline: Electr __ Mech Civil V/ Struc
PROJECT Area of the Country: Days Required MAJCOM: A &•.
FEATURES Size of Contract: $ 97.8 / COE involvement Yes No a/

Type of Work (project): cs4"S4-pe" $.- 1eI/ Sr'.•,...
Type of Work (Claim): " 1'eh/4.-ke4df

-II
l,. AmbiguousiSpecs. __ 14. Improper Liquidated

2. Omissions in Specs. Damages

3. Conflicts in Specs. _1 15. Inspector-caused Delay -

4. Differences in 1 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation I His Authority

M 5. Impossibility of 1 17. Inspector Improperly
the work described Rejecting Work

CATEGORIES 6. Inaccurate tech. 18. Inspector Improperly
data in specs. _ Directing Work

7. Differing Site 19. Inspector Improperly
Conditions I Stopping Work

8. Changes in Specs. 20. Fraud, Latent Defects,
-- or Gross Errors

9. Challenges in the 21. CO Acting Improperly
"Or Equal" area 22. CO Directing Addt'l

10. Owner had superior 2 Work
knowledge - 23. C Improperly Rejecting

11. Failure to give Work
access to the Work -
work site .-- I 24. Improper T for D

14. Poor Workmanship 1 25. Improper T for C
13. Overzealous 2

inspection I (continued)
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Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries: ,--__e_

Comments: I

1. Need for Change Order __ 11. Lack of CoordinationI PBetween the Contractor
2. Poor Criteria at the and Subcontractors

Start of Design I

3. Need for Addendum 12. Chaeithe
Contractor's

4. Poor Documentation I Supervisor
by Inspector 1 13. CC Directs Change in

5. Inexperience of I the Method or Manner
Inspectors I of Performance

PERTINENT 6. Absence of the 14. Problems with
FACTS Contractor's Supervisor __I Government-Furnished7. Poor Documentation by Equipment

Contractor 15. Use of Improper
8. Contractor's Prior I Communication

Experience I Channels by CO
9 16. Air Force Personnel

9. Adversary Relationship -I Performing Contractor
10. Change in Inspectors __ Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts: I k4r Vs -,,,

Comments: 70clam A4 aus di2 4

264



Page I of J_ Pages LinN
CASE REVIEW FORM Bill

ASBCA Case No. 43 1.A Date Case Heard .1 r P 9
Name of Contractor 1, ,t kk ,
Base nwrr) ,-Pa -ge No. r Vol. No. .q-Li

Paragraph No. ) 3 -

CASE Entitlement j Both E&Q i- Dollar Amt. of Claim $4...-

INF0 Who won? Govt. _ Ktr _i Amount of award $ ) i,:E0
Time Extension requested 131A (days) Awarded jA (days)

.5,

Design Discipline: Electr__ Mech __ Civil \, Struc
PROJECT Area of the Country:'w•elfDays Required//L MAJCOM:
FEATURES Size of Contract: $iJS". . COE involvemenbt Yes No

Type of Work (project): A *-4_#40,-AV-.=T

Type of Work (Claim): ne~:AI41,A4g A'not? /U-dt7JL~-IIiiU

i, Ambiguous-. Specs. 14. Improper Liquidated
2. Omissions in Specs. 'Damages

3. Conflicts in Specs. _ I 15. Inspector-caused Delay -

4. Differences in 1 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation I_!His Authority

CLAIM 5. Impossibility of 17. Inspector Improperly
C the work described Rejecting Work

CATEGORIES 6. Inaccurate tech. I 18. Inspector Improperly
data in specs. I Directing Work

7. Differing Site 19. Inspector Improperly
Conditions I Stopping Work

8. Changes in Specs. 20. Fraud, Latent Defects,• - 1 or Gross Errors
9. Challenges in the 21. CO Acting Improperly '

"Or Equal" area 22. CO Directing Addt'l
10. Owner had superior . Work

knowledge -o

"11. Failure to give 23. CO Improperly Rejecting
access to the: Work
work site . 24. Improper T for D

12. Poor Workmanship 25. Improper T for C

13. Overzealous I
inspection- I (continued)
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Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries:

Comments: 444u

1. Reed for Change Order 1__ 1. Lack of Coordination

2. Poor Criteria at the Between the Contractor
Str fDsg and SubcontractorsStart of Design -- 1-hag-i h

3. Need for Addendum 12. Change in the• -- Contractor's
4. Poor Documentation Supervisor

by Inspector - 13. CO Directs Change in
5. Inexperience of the Method or Manner

Inspectors I of Performance
?ERTINENT 6. Absence of the 14. Problems with

FACTS Contractor's Supervisor __ "Government-Furnished
7. Poor Documentation by Equipment

Contractor - 115. Use of Improper

8. Contractor's Prior Communication
Experience I Channels by CO

9 16. Air Force Personnel
9. Adversary Relationship -- 7- Performing Contractor
10. Change in Inspectors ..- I Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts: I / Ae •4 L4a d

Comments:
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Page .a_ of *j Pages Lin'>_
CASE REVIEW FORM Bill

ASBCA Case No. Date Case Heard IS AoR -4-q
Name of Contractor I (, (n,qpA1n p^

Base n 1Vy A t Page No. i, j q 3 Vol. No. qq-I

Paragraph No. 3R &_

CASE Entitlement .- Both E&Q, ._- Dollar Amt. of Claim $ !:Iq*-

INFO Who won? Govt. L,- Ktr __ Amount of award $ ca
Time Extension requested u3ig (days) Awarded LiA (dys)

Design Disciplines Electr * Mech __ Civil __ StrUc
ROJECT Area of the Countrys41,dwe-Days Required ? MAJCOM: 6-

EATURES Size of Contract: , COE involvemenb Yes No w

Type of Work (project):
Type of Work (Claim): tiAni.. 026k.uz (,=m -qyie o ZAIA_

1,_ Ambiguous-. Specs. -I14. Improper Liquidated
2. Omissions in Specs. Damages
3. Conflicts in Specs. 15. Inspector-caused Delay -

4. Differences in I 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation I His Authority

CLAIM 5. Impossibility of I 17. Inspector Improperly
the work described I Rejecting Work

&TEGORIES 6. Inaccurate t ech. I 18. Inspector Improperly
data in specs. I Directing Work

7. Differing SiteI 19. Inspector Improperly
Conditions I Stopping Work

8. Changes in Specs. 20. Fraud, Latent Defects,
n-I or Gross Errors

9. Challenges in the 21. CO Acting Improperly -

"Or Equal" area 22. CO Directing Addt'l
10. Owner had superior l Work

knowledge --
11. Failure to give 1 23. CO Improperly Rejecting

access to the, Work
work site - 24. Improper T for D -

12. Poor Workmanship 25. Improper T for C
13. Overzealous !

inspection- I (continued)

267

/p



Claim Categories(contd.)

Additional Claim Categries: _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Comments:

1. Need for Change Order 1 11. Lack of Coordination
2 Poor Criteria at the Between the Contractor ,
2P and Subcontractors

Start of Design 1 h it
NeedforAddedum12. Change in the"

3. Need for Addendum__I Cotaors'" -- Contractor' s

4. Poor Documentation Supervisor
by Inspector 13. CO Directs Change in

5. Inexperience of the Method or Manner
Inspectors __ of Performance

:RTINENT 6. Absence of the 14. Problems with

FACTS Contraccor s Supervisor Government-FurnishedFACTS -- Equipment
7. Poor Documentation by --

Contractor I 15. Use of Improper

8. Contractor's Prior Communication
Experience Channels by CO

- 16. Air Force Personnel
9. Adversary Relationship - Performing Contractor

10. Change in Inspectors -. Duties -

Additional Pertinent Facts: _ __ ___ ___ __

Comments: 41-

p.
41 zed
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Page • of 3 Pages Lin -4
CASE REVIEW FORM Bill

ASBCA Case No. 13ig Date Case Heard A• ( pg. -+Ci
Name of Contractor 0% - Cse
Base 0r -• v L)• r Page No. 6%q a Vol. No. _+..- .
Paragraph No. 13 gp

3ASE Entitlement ko'' Both E&Q -'Dollar Amt. of Claim $to_ oj.

INFO Who won? Govt. __Ktr b Amount of award $ c7
Time Extension requested kJi (days) Awarded I rA (days)

Design Discipline: Electr __ Mech __ Civil jf Struc
IOJECT Area of the Country:rdTDays Required A__r MAJCOM: L ..

EATURES Size of Contract: COE involve$ner Yes. No -
Type of Work (project): • Wj÷ W-k-ý ;r A e/

Type of Work (Claim): /

l...Ambiguous: Specs. 14. Improper Liquidated
2. Omissions in Specs. Damages -

3. Conflicts in Specs. -- 15. Inspector-caused Delay -

4. Differences in 1 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation __I His Authority

LAIM 5. Impossibility of I 17. Inspector Improperly
the work described Rejecting Work

LTEGORIES 6. Inaccurate tech. 18. Inspector Improperly
data in specs. Directing Work

7. Differing Site I19. Inspector Improperly
Conditions I Stopping Work

8. Changes in Specs. 20. Fraud, Latent Defects,
S-- or Gross Errors9. Challenges i h"9. Challenes ineathe 21. CO Acting Improperly _•

"Or Equal" area
10. Owner had superior 22. k Addt'1
11. Failure to give 23. CO Improperly Rejecting

access to the: Worki
work site - 24. Improper T for D

12. Poor Workmanship 1 .
13. oerzelous25. Improper T for C13. OverzealousI

inspection- I (continued)
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ir
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r

Claim Categories(contd.) *

Additional Claim Categries, - CO, V

1. Need for Change Order I1. Lack of Coordination
Between the Contractor

2. Poor Criteria at the and Subcontractors
Start of Design

12. Change in the3. Need for Addendum
-- Contractor's

4. Poor Documentation Supervisor
by Inspector 13. CO Directs Change in

5. Inexperience of the Method or 1"-tier ".
Inspectors __ of Performance

RTINENT 6. Absence of the 14. Problems with

Contractor's Supervisor Government-FurnishedFACTSEqimn

7. Poor Documentation by Equipment
Contractor __ 15. Use of Improper

8. Contractor's Prior Communication bCExperienceChannels by CO _
Experience

16. Air Force Personnel
9. Adversary Relationship Performing Contractor
10. Change in Inspectors -71 Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts: ._,

Comments:

.I

"270
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'age 4. of 4.- Pages Lin
CASE REVIEW FORM Bill

ASBCA Case No. _ 2_ _ Date Case Heard P 'r-rJ • 1•7•
Name of Contractor 1pQe•.. P-r-l r.,

Base f-9Lov4Cuk1  .L Pag No. IY'.4 2 6 Vol. No. "7i-
Paragraph No. ______

iF

SE Entitlement / Both E&Q __ Dollar Amt. of Claim $ r04-,s;we."

FO Who won? Govt. - Ktr Amount of award $ 91A

Time Extension requested YJ,4 (days) Awarded (days)

Design Discipline: Electr __ Mech __ Civil __ Struc

JECT Area of the Country: - Days Required MAJCOM: A FSC--

TURES Size of Contract: $ qS1*31 . COE involvement YesNo

Type of Work (project): to w,4a+ ye/-A Iouset

Type of Work (Claim): "4-z ' Oed,

, Ambiguous. Specs. - 14. Improper Liquidated

2. Omissions in Specs. Damages o

3. Conflicts in Specs. 15. Inspector-caused Delay -

4. Differences in 1 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation I His Authority

IM 5. Impossibility of 17. Inspector Improperly
the work described Rejecting Work

3GORIES 6. Inaccurate tech. 1 18. Inspector Improperly
data in specs. I Directing Work

-. Differing Site 19. Inspector Improperly
7. dif ins Stopping Work

Conditiwns-

8. Changes in Specs. 20. Fraud, Latent Defects,
" -- or Gross Errors . -

9. Challenges in the 21. CO Acting Improperly -

"Or Equal" area2rA
10. Owner had superior 22. CWoDirecting Addt'l

knowledge Wor

11. Failure to give 23. CO Improperly Rejecting
access to the: Work
work site 24. Improper T for D

12. Poor Workmanship -- 25. Improper T for C

13. Overzealous 
2

inspection" (continued)
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Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries: "

Comments: ___

1. Need for Change Order 1 11. Lack of Coordination
Between the Contractor2. Poor Criteria at the and Subcontractors -Start of Design - -Stt ofo Adesndu 12. Change in the

3. Need for Addendum I Contractor's

4. Poor Documentation I Supervisor
by Inspector - 13. CO Directs Change in

5. Inexperience of the Method or Manner
Inspectors I of Performance

TINENT 6. Absence of the 14. Problems with
Contractor's Supervisor __ Government-FurnishedACTS I Equipment

7. Poor Documentation by p t
Contractor 15. Use of Improper

8. Contractor's Prior Communication
Experience -Channels by CO

116. Air Force Personnel
9. Adversary Relationship _- Performing Contractor
10. Change in Inspectors Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts: W4 4 :'.;/€Jed J, r 94-

SrC4 +. AreU.Aft~q c&e 4X % ____

Mai -0gf •AId--

272



Page J_ of _LPages Lin
CASE REVIEW FORM Bill

ASBCA Case No. & 1 Date Case Heard q r •J
Name of Contractor k.pB-

Base r-rox - . Page No. ij)•" Vol. No. j49.-1

Paragraph No. 138 .

Entitlement - Both E&Q Dollar Amt. of Claim $1 tL .CASE

INFO Who won? Govt. _-___Ktr __ Amoimt of award $ a

Time Extension requested t11A (days) Awarded "m (days)

Design Discipline: Electr Mech __ Civil ___ Struc ___

'ROJECT Area of the Country: __Days Required 1 MAJCOMt .. e.
EATURES Size of Contract: $ i8nn COE involvemenb YesNoao -

Type of Work (project): 4,;4•2- -rr -' - IAJ hjnn
Type of Work (Claim): " , ,D - ,. ,

1, Ambiguous-. Specs. - 14. Improper LiquidatedDamages
2. Omissions in Specs. _a
3. Conflicts in Specs. 15. Inspector-caused Delay -

4. Differences in 1 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation - His Authority

CLAIM 5. Impossibility of 1 17. Inspector Improperly
the work described Rejecting Work

ATEGORIES 6. Inaccurate tech. 1 18. Inspector Improperly
data £n specs. I Directing Work

7. Differing Site 1 19. Inspector Improperly
Conditions 1 Stopping Work

8. ChangesIin Specs. 20. Fraud, Latent Defects,
9-Chanesin -t or Gross Errors

9. Challenes in the 21. CO Acting Improperly -

"0.Onr- hq arpeaior 22. CO Directing Addt'l

ib10. Owner h~d superior IWorkknowle dge Work
11. Failure to give 23. CO Improperly Rejecting

access to the. Work
work site 24. Improper T for D

12. Poor Workmanship -i 25. Improper T for C

13. Overzealous
inspection __ (continued)
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Claim Categories(contd.)

Additional Claim Categries:

comments: t2' o #) ;ý-ee4

1. Need for Change Order _ 11. Lack of Coordination
Between the Contractor

2. Poor Criteria at the i and Subcontractors
Start of Design 1g

3. Need for Addendum 12. Change in the-- Contractor' s
4. Poor Documentation Supervisor

by Inspacto -- 13. CO Directs Change in I

5. Inexperience of the Method or Manner
Inspectors --. of Performance

ERTINENT 6. Absence of the 14. FProblems with

FACTS Contractor's Supervisor __ Government-Furnished
7. Poor Documentation by I Equipment I

Contractor __ 15. Use of Improper

0. Contractor's Prior I CommunicationExperience• Chnel.y O_
9. Adversary Relationship 116. Air Force Personnel

hi I Performing Contractor
10. Change in Inspectors -I Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts:

Comments,
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Page -*- of L Pages Lin _•
CASE REVIEW FORM Bill

ASBCA Case No. =5ý' Date Case Heard r a "s
Name cf Contractor u ik e ski",•• •
Base iAfgr- c r rri - Page No. jm. Vol. No. •.•
Paragraph No. n gqq

CASE Entitlement j Both E&Q __ Dollar Amt. of Claim $ ui

INFO Who won? Govt ." Ktr _tf Amount of award $ y 1A
Time Extension requested w (daysl Awarded (days)

Design Disciplines Electr __ Mech __ Civil __ Struc
PROJECT Area of the CountrysL, Days Required iLk MAJCOM: J.C
FEATURES Size of Contract: $!3L cn COE involv'ement Yes _L-o

Type of Work (project): I _ r_-____,_, _ -__-.I___

Type of Work (Claim):e 7i7..p-e4?, -

1. Ambiguous Specs. 14. Improper Liquidated
2. Omissions in Specs. "---. Damages
3. Conflicts in Specs. - 15. Inspector-caused Delay

4. Differences in 1 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation - I Authority -

CLAIM 5. Impossibility of 1 17. Inspector Improperly
the work described I Rejecting Work

CATEGORIES 6. Inaccurate tech. 1 18. Inspector Improperly
data in specs. - Directing Work

7. Differing Site 19. Inspector Improperly
Conditions Stopping Work

8. Changes in Specs. 20. Fraud, Latent Defects,
or Gross Errors9. Challenges in the 21. CO Acting Improperly

"Or Equal" area22. CO Directing Addt'l
10. Owner had superior 2 Work

knowledge 23. C ork
11. Failure to give 23. CO Improperly Rejecting

access to the. Work
work site 24. Improper T for D

12. Poor Workmanship -- 25. Improper T for C

13. Overzealous
inspection- (continued)
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Claim Categories(contd.)

Additional Claim Categries,

Comments ,• 46••, 1

1. Need for Change Order --- 11. Lack of Coordination
2. Poor Criter-ia at the Between the Contractor

Start of Design and Subcontractors

3. Need for Addendum 12. Change in the-
Contractor's

4. Poor Documentation Supervisor -

by Inspector -1 13. CO Directs Change in

5. Inexperience of I the Method or Manner
Inspectors I of Performance

PERTINENT 6. Absence of the 14. Problems with

FACTS Contractor's Supervisor I1 Government-Furnished
7. Poor Documentation by I Equipment

Contractor 115. Use of Improper

8. Contractor's Prior I Communication
Experience I Channels by CO

---- 16. Air Force Personnel
9. Adversary Relationship - Performing Contractor
10. Change in Inspectors I Duties

II

Additional Pertinent Facts-2
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Page _I_ of t Pages C Lin
CASE REVIEW FORM Bill

ASBCA Case No. ___7_0 Date Case Heard (1. I"I (972
Name of Contractor 0. + WIr-± _-6o2
Base C4.uno., Il . Page No. (6Y,21 Vol. No. 72-
Paragraph No. 1311,21

CASE Entitlement Both E&Q _ Dollar Amt. of Claim $ 5. 000

INFO Who won? Govt. , L Ktr __ Amount of award $
Time Extension requested (days) Awarded NIA (days)

Design Discipline: Electr Mech Civil Struc _

ROJECT Area of the Country, - Days Required MAJCOM: 7TAC
EATURES Size of Contract: $ I.(,|11500 COE involvement Yes vNo

Type of Work (project): ee.,irueA-. .. 4t'L

Type of Work (Claim)s r~ftr'de Cov"rt_.

i. Ambiguous: Specs. --.L 14. Improper Liquidated
Damages .-

2. Omissions in Specs. D_ I
3. Conflicts in Specs. 15. Inspector-caused Delay -

4. Differences in I 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation _ His Authority

"" CLAIM 5. Impossibility of 1 17. Inspecto' Improperly
the work described I Rejecting Work

ATEGORIES 6. Inaccurate tech. 1 18. Inspector Improperly
data in specs. I Directing Work-

7. Differing SiteI 19. Inspector Improperly
Conditions I Stopping Work

8. Changes in Specs. 20. Fraud, Latent Defects,
-- I or Gross Errors

9. Challenges in the 21. CO Acting Improperly
"Or Equal" area D i d

10. Owner had superior 22. CO Work
knowledge -Wor

11. Failure to give 123. CO Improperly Rejecting
access to the; Work
work site . 24. Improper T for D -

12. Poor Workmanship -1 25. Improper T for C
13. Overzealous I

inspection _I (continued)
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I!

Claim Categories(contd.)

Additional Claim Categries,:

Co'.ments:

1. Need for Change Order 1 11. Lack of Coordination

2. Poor Criteria at the Between the Contractor
Start of Design -n

3. Need for Addendum 12. Change ir. the
Contrictor's

4. Poor Documentation Supe,-visor -

by Inspector- 13. CO Directs Change in
5. Inexperience of the Method or Manner

Inspectors I of Performance
PERTINENT 6. Absence of the 14. Problems with

FACTS Contractor's Supervisor -1 Government-Furnished
7. Poor Documentation by Equipment

Contractor __ 15. Use of Improper
8. Contractor's Prior Communication

Experience I Channels by CO
9. xpveriyeni 116. Air Force Personnel

9. Adversary Relationship -I Performing Contractor
10. Change in Inspectors I Duties -

Additional Pertinent Facts: 1 t•,- •IrA 4-o re-A ,

:5teC.S. A- (&rVCAOA;41.ý tt< O.wo@

Comments: k4.*- Mo.rtg.A.--r e-Oo r iaW>

278-
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Page - of I Pages Lin
CASE REVIEW FORM Bill

ASBCA Case No. _ _ _ Date Case Heard Se +7

Name of Contractor - oro_-,-___

Base El'n FL Page No. Co7 Vol. No. Z e -
Paragraph No. ! 71Z

Entitlement / Both E&Q Dollar Amt. of Claim $ '2.2
CASE

INFO Who won? Govt. - Ktr ., Amount of award $ vi A

Time Extension requested M4J (days) Awarded h/A (days)

Design Discipline: Electr __ Mech __ Civil __ Struc /
PROJECT Area of the Country: - Days Required MAJCOM: APSC.

FEATURES Size of Contract: $ COE involvement Yes___.o

Type of Work (project): r*,_caY1,c+,'ovi 4-st•m&rr
Type of Work (Claim): 1SU-r;11.e_;

1.. Ambiguous. Specs. 14. Improper Liquidated

2. Omissions in Specs. __ Damages

3. Con.licts in Specs. _ I 15. Inspector-caused Delay -

4. Differences in 1 16. Inspector Acting Outside

Interpretation I His Authority

CLAIM 5. Impossibility of 1 17. Inspector Improperly
the work described Rejecting Work

'ATEGORIES 6. Inaccurate tech. 18. Inspector Improperly
data in specs. I Directing Work

7. Differing Site 19. Inspector Improperly
Conditions I Stopping Work

8. Changes in Specs. 20. Fraud, Latent Defects,
-- or Gross Errors

9. Challenges in the 21. CO Acting Improperly
"Or Equal" area

10. Owner had superior 22. CO Directing Addt'l
knowledge Work

11. Failure to give 23. CO Improperly Rejecting
access to the Work
work site _ 24. Improper T for D

12. Poor Workmanship 25. Improper T for C

13. Overzealous
inspection- I (continued)
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Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries:

Comments:- p Ie. a1  ?cer-orvncv. Relula4 beyLonA k'I I

1. Need for Change Order - 11. Lack of Coordination
2. Poor Criteria at the Between the Contractor

Str fDsg and Subcontractors
Start of Design -_

3. Need for Addendum _ 12. Change in the
Contractor's

4. Poor Documentation Supervisor
by Inspector - 13. CO Directs Change in

5. Inexperience of the Method or Manner
Inspectors __ of Performance

PERTINENT 6. Absence of tha 14. Problems with
Contractor's Supervisor Government-Furnished7. Poor Documentation by Equipment

Contractor 15. Use of Improper
8. Contractor's Prior - Communication

Experience I Channels by CO
I 16. Air Force Personnel

9. Adversary Relationship Performing Contractor
10. Change in Inspectors - Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts:

Comments:

280
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Page _4L of --I Pages Lin
CASE REVIEW FORM

ASBCA Case No. Q•o1n Date Case Heard ig f~'q"l
Name of Contractor " ,.-r oi•,,,&,e-, e•r .le• C. ,

Base "p•, !7 g , Page No. Ijk Vol. No. ,

Paragraph No. i' 4

Entitlement N Both E&Q __ Dollar Amt. of Claim $, j._ tSCASE
Who won? Govt. -A Ktr __ Amount of award $ a
Time Extension requested L•%m (days) Awarded ,ol * (days)

Design Disciplines Electr __ Mech __ Civil __ Struc "N
PROJECT Area of the Country: P,)9dr Days Required L MAJCOM: 0

PEATURES Size of Contract: $_•5•A•i COE involvement Yes No&_

Type of Work (project): u.. • li I, ,
Type of Work (Claim): ct, u. 1, "'LV. ,--r

1.. Ambiguous. Specs. - 1 lI." Improper Liquidated

2. Omissions in Specs. __1 Damages

3. Conflicts in Specs. I 15. Inspector-caused Delay -

4. Differences in 1 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation I His Authority

5. Impossibility of 1 17. Inspector Improperly
the work described I Rejecting Work

`ATEGORIES 6. Inaccurate tech. I 18. Inspector Improperly
data in-specs. I Directing Work

7. Differing Site 19. Inspector Improperly
Conditions I Stopping Work

8. Changes in Specs. 20. Fraud, Latent Defects,
,-I or Gross Errors

"9. Challenges in the 21. CO Acting Improperly"Or Equal" area--
"1.Ower Eqal" sre 22. CO Directing Addt'l

10. Owner had superior I Work
knowledge W-oI

11. Failure to give 1 23. CO Improperly RejectingWork
access to the Work

.* work site . 24. Improper T for D
12. Poor Workmanship I 25. Improper T for C

13. Overzealous I
inspection- I (continued)
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Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries:

Comments: 7) eond4* A L,4

1. Need for Change Order _ 11. Lack of Coordination
Between the Co rtractor

2. Poor Criteria at the and Subcontractors
Start of Design

3. Need for Addendum 12. Change inthe
Contractor's

4. Poor Documentation Supervisor
by Inspector -- 13. CO Directs Change in

5. Inexperience of the Method or Manner
Inspectors _-. of Performance

ERTINENT 6. Absence of the1 14. Problems with

FACTS Contractor's Supervisor 1 Government-Furnished
7. Poor Documentation by o impoe

Contractor 115. Use of Improper
8. Prior Communication

Contractor's P Channels by CO
Experience - 16. Air Force Personnel

9. Adversary Relationship - Performing Contractor
10. Change in Inspectors I, Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts S &A^"

Comments:
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Page _ of _SPages Lin
CASE REVIEW FORM Bill

ASBCA Case No. .OLqq Date Case Heard 2,7. ? ?78
Name of Contractor "Doneld 6aoe 4.4-

Base ergsirooTtc7"$ Page No. &a,.,c2Lf Vol. No. 7S-

Paragraph No. is. q2

CASE Entitlement __ Both E&Q V" Dollar Amt. of Claim $ 19, 86q.40
INFO Who won? Govt. __ Ktr / Amount of award $ 3,t%.•O

Time Extension requested (9 (days) Awarded IL (days)

Design Discipline: Electr __ Mech Civil Struc M

PROJECT Area of the Country: _ Days Required 120 MAJCOM: ¶4AC
FEATURES Size of Contract: $ 9; 7AI COE involvement YesNov

Type of Work (project): eonS÷+-- lo@en. -. r-.4|
Type of Work (Claim): dEWOUSWAQn, lrwcJc %.-J 41

1.. Ambiguous:Specs. 1 14. Improper Liquidated
2. Omissions in Specs. Damages

3. Conflict~ in Specs. 15. Inspector-caused Delay -

4. Differences in 1 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation __ His Authority

5. Impossibility of 1 17. Inspector Improperly
CLAIM the work described Rejecting Work

CATEGORIES 6. Inaccurate tech. - 18. Inspector Improperly
data in specs. IDirecting Work

7. Differing Site 19. Inspector Improperly

Conditions Stopping Work

8. Changes in Specs. 20. Fraud, Latent Defects,
-- or Gross Errors

9. Challenges in the 21. CO Acting Improperly
"Or Equal" area __ "

10. Owner had superior 22. CO Directing Addt'l
knowledge Wor

11. Failure to give 23. CO Improperly Rejecting
access to the Work
work site . 24. Improper T for D

12. Poor Workmanship __I 25. Improper T for C

13. Overzealous
inspection- I (continued)
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Claim Categories(contd.)

Additional Claim Categries: ___

Comments:

1. Need for Change Order 11. Lack of Coordination
Between the Contractor2. Poor Criteria at the and Subcontractors

Start of Design an c

3. Need for Addendum 1 12. Change in the
Contractor's

4. Poor Documentation Supervisor
by Inspector - 13. CO Directs Change in

5. Inexperience of the Method or Manner
.Inspectors of Performance

?ERTINE1 T 6. Absence of the 14. Problems with

PACTS Contractor's Supervisor I Government-Furnished
7. Poor Documentation by Equipment

Contractor _._ 15. Use of Improper

8. Contractor's Prior Communication
Experience Channels by CO

9 16. Air Force Personnel
9. Adversary Relationship -I Performing Contractor
30. Change in Irnpectors - Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts: I

Comments: G;4. .aSeA 4-a allow '+r-

Iw4 "i IV I I II I
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Page __ of '..Pages Lin___
CASE REVIEW FORM Bill

ASBCA Case Nc. fL. Date Case Heard Ae;| 21197.2
Name of Contractor Tbnd _5 O1d;4ý
Base BerV 4 mVK r.U&C Page No. 5 24_ Vol No. 7-29

Paragraph No. '1. MA

CASE Entitlement -_- Both E&Q _/ Dollar Amt. of Claim $ 20976

INFO Who won? Govt. _ Ktr __ Amount of award $
Time Extension requested I (days) Awarded 0 (days)

Design Discipline: Electr Mech Civil Struc_ _

PROJECT Area of the Country: _ Days Required 120 MAJCOM: T-rC
FEATURES Size of Contract: $ 2Sl COE involvement YesNo

Type of Work (project)s Co"2$ruk tL_. 41g;I;,•
Type of Work (Claim): ",n$aI %tr;.nO.1

1.. Ambiguous Specs. 14. improper Liquidated
2. Omissions in Specs. j Damages

3. Conflicts in Specs. 15. Inspector-caused Delay -

4. Differences in 1 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation __I His Authority

CLAIM 5. Impossibility of 1 17. Inspector Improperly
C the work described Rejecting Work -

CATEGORIES 6. Inaccurate tech. 1 13. Inspector Improperly
data in specs. I Directing Work-

7. Differing Site 19. Inspector Improperly
Conditions I Stopping Work

8. Changes in Specs. 20. Fraud, Latent Defects,
-- or Gross Errors

9. Challenges in the 21 CO Acting Improperly
"Or Equal" area

10. Owner had superior 22. CO Directing Addt'l
knowledge Work

11. Failure to give 23. CO Improperly Rejecting
access to the Work
work site , 24. Improper T for D

12. Poor Workmanship 25. Improper T for C
13. Overzealous

inspection. __ (continued)
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Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categriess __ __ __ __ __

Comments:

1. Need for Change Order 1.11. Lack of Coordination
2. Poor Criteria at the Between the Contractor

Start of Design and Subcontractors
3 Need for Addendum 12. Change in the

Ne ordeuContractor's
4. Poor Documentation Supervisor

by Inspector -- 13. CO Directs Change in
5. Inexperience of the Method or Manner

Inspectors I of Performance
ERTINENT 6. Absence of the 14. Problems with

Contractor's Supervisor Government-FurnishedFACTS 7. Poor Documentation by I Equipment
Contractor 15. Ure of Improper

8. Contractor's Prior Communication
Experience Channels by CO

Ep c- 16. Air Force Personnel

9. Adversary Relationship -Performing Contractor
10. Change in Inspectors --. Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts: 144- .i,'±IoLv ; "j

.1c'4~yac4,o , , i

Commentst D JA. ue. 4e '*,u9ywam.c~e ~4Uscr-

286
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Page 3 of __L Pages Lin
CASE REVIEW FORM Bill

ASBCA Case No. .Og? Date Case Heard AerIs 27, 1?79
Name of Contractor xeonaid Goociv,;q"
Base Btrý4Piiar xx&Sj ,T.; Page No. ¢o.52.' Vol. No. 12-i

Paragraph No. 310112

CASE Entitlement __ Both E&Q / Dollar Amt. of Claim $ (___ee __

INFO Who won? Govt. Z Ktr __ Amount of award $ 0
Time Extension requested -7 (days) Awarded (days)

-- Design Discipline: Electr --- Mech __ Civil __ Struc V

'ROJECT Area of the Country: _ Days Required /__6 MAJCOM: ri4C
EATURES Size of Contract: $ 290'72. J COE involvement Yes No -

Type of Work (project): C.0AvrUC.+÷ f4÷...' g-.',lm
Type of Work (Claim): !51A6U;*IgJ

-I1, Ambiguousý Specs. -I14. Improper Liquidated

2. Omissions in'Specs. .. I Damages

3. Conflicts in Specs. 15. Inspector-caused Delay -

4. Differences in 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation His Authority

CLAIM 5. Impossibility of 17. Inspector Improperly
the work described Rejecting Work

ATEGORIES 6. Inaccurate tech. 18. Inspector Improperly
data in specs. I Directing Work. Dfeing sites. 19. Inspector Improperly

7. Differing SiteStpigWrConditions Stopping Work
.Conditon S20. Fraud, Latent Defects, 7

8. Changes in Specs. - rGosErr-- or Gross Errors
9. Challenges in the 21. CO Acting Improperly .4•

".Or Eqald aear 22. CO Directing Addt'l
10. Owner had superior IWork

knowledge
11. Failure to give 23. CO Improperly Rejecting

access to the Work
work site 24. Improper T for D

12. Poor Workmanship -- 25. Improper T for C a
13. Overzealous 2

inspection- (continued)
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Claim Categories(contd.)

Additional Claim Categries: C.0. Ao.-;iri r-r~pe-rlV_J I ! I

Comments:

1. Need for Change Order 11. Lack of Coordination
Between the Contractor2. Poor Criteria at the and Subcontractors

Start of Design 12 C
3. Neod for Addendum 1 12. Change in the-- Contractor' s
4. Poor Documentation I Supervisor

by Inspector -- 13. CO Directs Change in
5. Inexperience of the Method or Manner

Inspectors __ of Performance
?ERTINENT 6. Absence of the 14. Problems with

Contractor's Supervisor Government-Furnished7. Poor Documentation by Equipment
Contractor - 15. Use of Improper

8. Contractor's Prior Communication
Experience Channels by CO,

9. Adversary Relationship 16. Air Force Personnel9o- Performing Contractor
10. Change in Inspectors - Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts: ruA+'M4 C1A'.',*It|

Comments:
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Page 1 of ' Pages Lin
CASE REVIEW FORM Bill

ASBCA Case No. .f Date Case Heard Apr;[ 27, 1f78
Name of Contractor lpAl 4

Base Page No. ;2_4 Vol. No. .. ".

Paragraph do. 1,I-

CASE Entitlement Both E&Q _ Dollar Amt. of Claim $ N. 6 vt

INFO Who won? Govt. Ktr __ Amount of award $ 6
Time Extension requested V4 (days) Awarded 6 (days)

Design Discipline: Electr __ Mech __ Civil __ Struc _____

PROJECT Area of the Country: - Days Required mMAJCOM: 'TA"C
FEATURES Size of Contracts $ 7.91121 COE involvement Yes No-;

Type of Work (project): Cd0"S4'+ L- 14...4i*. S
Type of Work (Claim): _M, __&S f 1 .V!!.•,4"aS r WOrkt

"1.. Ambiguous Specs. - 14. Improper Liquidated
2. Omissions in Specs. _Damages

3. Conflicts in Specs. _ I 15. Inspector-caused Delay -

4. Differences in 1 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation I His Authority

5. Impossibility of 17. Inspector Improperly
the work described Rejecting Work

CATEGORIES 6. Inaccurate tech. 18. Inspector Improperly
"data in specs. Directing Work

7. Differing Site 19. Inspector Improperly
Conditions I Stopping Work

8. Changes in Specs. 20. Fraud, Latent Defects,- 1 or Gross Errors
9. Challenges in the 21. CO Acting Improperly

"Or Equal" area 22 C
10. Owner had superior 22. CO Directing Addt'k

knowledge Work

11. Failure to give 23. CO Improperly Rejecting
access to the Work
work site _ 24. Improper T for D

12. Poor Workmanship l 25. Improper T for C

13. Overzealous I
inspection. I (continued)
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Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim tategriest _ _ _ _ _ _

Comments ,%

1. Need for Change Order _ 11. Lack of Coordination

2. Poor Criteria at the Between the Contractor
"Str fDsg and SubcontractorsStart of Design -

3. Need for Addendum 12. Change in the
__-- Contractor's

4. Pcor Documentation Supervisor
by Inspector - 13. CO Directs Change in

5. Inexperience of the Method or Manner
Inspectors -.- of Performance

'ERTINENT 6. Absence of the 114. Problems with

PACTS Contractor's SUpervisor - I Government-Furnished
7. Poor Documentation by I Equipment

Contractor 15. Use of Improper

8. Contractor's Prior Communication
Experience Channels by CO

"--" 16. Air Force Personnel
9. Adversary Relaticnship -I Performing Contractor

10. Change in Inspectors .I Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts: 5oqv.rm.&4d dt!*•UM

Comments,

290.
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Page ._ of _j Pages Lin
CASE REVIEW FORM Bill

ASBCA Case No. c2 i , cj Date Case Heard 3r% Mac2i 4P.

Name of Contractor % •-Cr.-. . Rx •"•yr.T .

Base L!rv --+i Page No. 1,&i3 i- IVol. No. -

Paragraph No. i3u5

CASE Entitlement L-o Both E&Q __ Dollar Amt. of Claim %

I F0 Who won? Govt. __ Ktr .- Amount of award $ k-I
Time Extension requested v.ArA (days) Awarded "ii (days)

b

Design Disciplines Electr __ Mech" Civil __ Struc
PROJECT Area of the Country: D Days Required P41. MAJCOM: ac...o
FEATURES Size of Contracts $._4CTS1q_9O COE involvemenb YesNo.

Type of Work (project) .,•O.r , n , AI•

/ Type of Work (Claim): o•,,a hr n s , .,1. .,1icknQ

Amiuos Specs I
AmbiguousSpecs. --- 14. Improper Liquidated

2. Omissions in Specs. I Damages ._
3 15. Inspector-caused Delay -; 3. Conflicts in Specs. _

.. Differences in 1 16. Inspector Acting Outside4.~~i Dif ere ces inity
Interpretation His Author

"CLAIM 5. Impossibility of 1 17. Inspector Improperly
the work described Rejecting Work

"CATEGORIES 6. Inaccurate tech. - 18. Inspector Improperly
data in specs. I Directing Work

7. Differing Site 19. Inspector Improperly

Conditions Stopping Work

8. Changes in Specs. 20. Fraud, Latent Defects,
-- .or Gross Errors

9. Challenges in the 21. CO Acting Improperly
"Or Equal" area 22 CO Directing Addtl

10. Owner had superior . Work
knowledge 23 C Iork

11. Failure to give 23. CO Improperly Rejecting
access to the Work
work site . 24. Improper T for D

12. Poor Workmanship 25. Improper T for C
13. Overzealous I

inspection- I (continued)
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Claim Categories(contd.)

Additional Claim Categries:

Comments : eAw) d-h-a"• n.-i•••,•f

1. Need for Change Order 11 I. Lack of Coordination
2. Poor Criteria at the Between the Cont-ractor

Start of Design and Subcontractors

3. Need for Addendum 12. Change in the
Contractor's

4. Poor Documentation Supervisor
by Inspector - 13. CO Directs Change I.n

5. Inexperience of the Method or Manner
Inspectors __ of Performance

PERTINENT 6. Absence of the 14. Problems with

FACTS Contractor's Supervisor I Government-Furnished
7. Poor Documentation by Equipment

Contractor __ 15. Use of Improper

8. Contractor's Prior Communication
Experience Channels by CO

9 Adversary -Relationship 16. Air Force Personnel
. A r- Performing Contractor

10. Change in Inspectors - Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts:

Comments:

292



Page _ of j Pages Lin
CASE REVIEW FORM Bill _

,Bill

ASBCA Case No. ;pIB3O Date Case Heard •t1 I12
Name of Contractor Y-. Ci v, f
Base eaI• Ce |. Page No. @ 3L. Vol. No. 71,-I
Paragraph No. . IbL•-

'CASE Entitlement _L Both E&Q _ Dollar Amt. of Claim $ /10 Y

INFO Who won? Govt. .. L Ktr _ Amount of award $
Time Extension requested N/A (days) Awarded _ 1A (days)

bI

Design Discipline: Electr Mech Civil Struc _

PROJECT Area of the Country: - Days Required MAJCOM: 54c:

FEATURES Size of Contract: $ 202 (0 COE involvement Yes No

Type of Work (project): r.,*oyue w hsenC.%\• 4-

Type of Work (Claim): r___ _ __ __ _ __.

1. Ambiguous. Specs. -1 14. Improper Liquidated

2. Omissions in Specs. -1 Damages

3. Conflicts in Specs. _ I 15. Inspector-caused Delay -

4.. Differences in 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation -- His Authority

5. Impossibility of 1 17. Inspector Improperly
CLAIM the work described Rejecting Work

CATEGORIES 6. Inaccurate tech. 18. Inspector Improperly
data in specs. I Directing Work

7. Differing Site 19. Inspector Improperly
Conditions Stopping Work

8. Changes in Specs. 20. Fraud, Latent Defects,
C es - or Gross Errors

9. Challenges in the 21. CO Acting Improperly"Or Equal" area 2c

10. Owner had superior 22. CO Directing Addt'l
knowledge Work

11. Failure to give 23. CO Improperly Rejecting
access to the Work
work site 24. Improper T for D

12. Poor Workmanship - 25. Improper T for C

13. Overzealous
inspectiorr __ (continued)
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Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries: \___

Comments,

1. Need for Change Order _ 11. Lack of Coordination
Ti Between the Contractor2. Poor Criteria at the and Subc ontractorand Subcontractors"

Start of Design --
3. Need for Addendum __ 12. Change in the---- NContractor's
4. Poor Documentation Supervisor

K- Iby Inspector -- 13. CO Directs Change in
5. Inexperience of the Method or Manner

Inspectors __ of Performance
PERTINENT 6. Absence of the 14. Problems with

FACTS Contractor's Supervisor - Government-Furnished
7. Poor Documentation by Equipment

Contractor - 15. Use of Improper

8. Contractor's Prior Communication
Experience Channels by CO

I 16. Air Force Personnel
9. Adversary Relationship - Performing Contractor
10. Change in Inspectors Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts: I. 'ak 4, MCo.

Comments:

294i
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Page ._ of t Pages Lin z,-
CASE REVIEW FORM Bill

ASBCA Case No. • Date Case Heard 1 14 cs
Name of Contrar.'or r-p. ov •'uki-i CLo e I%-r~t' &'

Base lofeB 1 'rN k1r, Page No. L Vol. No. -4 -I
Paragraph No. 13nACR

CASE Entitlement - Both E&Q __ Dollar Amt. of Claim $_ i

INFO Who won? Govt. __ Ktr ' Amount of award $ yjiA
Time Extension requested O/t (days) Awarded 1I1A (days)

Design Discipline: Electr __ Mech __ Civil __ Struc .-
PROJECT Area of the Country: n;a_•_E.-Days Required MAJCOM: A141,

-- FEATURES Size of Contract: $ Ljr.s it-I " ..H COE involvemenb Yesjk-'No

Type of Work (project): 't'r.,a,". ,

Type of Work (Claim)t L ,, C% , 1 ,nt In ,

1. Ambiguous. Specs. i14. Improper Liquidated
2. Omissions in Specs. _ I Damages

3. Conflicts in Specs. 15. Inspector-caused Delay -

4.. Differences in 1 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation His Authority

CLAIM 5. Impossibility of I17. inspector Improperly
the work described Rejecting Work

CATEGORIES 6. Inaccurate tech. 1 18. Inspector Improperly
data in specs. Directing Work

7. Differing Site I 19. Inspector Improperly
Conditions Stopping Work

8. Changes in Specs. I20. Fraud, Latent Defects,
-I or Gross Errors

9. Challenges in the 21. CO Acting Improperly
".Oer Eqald area 22. CO Directing Addt'l

10. Owner had superior
knowledge Work

11. Failure to give 23. CO Improperly Rejecting
access to the. Work
work site 24. Improper T for D

12. Poor Workmanship 25. Improper T for C
13. Overzealous

inspection- (continued)
295
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Claim Categories(contd..)

Additional Claim Categries:

comments: zl~ 'Z ~,ok4A

1. Need for Change Order I I1. Lack of Coordination
2. Poor Criteria at the Between the Contractor
. Pand Subcontractors

Start of Design --

3. Need for Addendum _ 12. Change in the
Contractor's

4. Poor Documentation I Supervisor
by Inspector 13. CO Directs Change in

5. Inexperience of the Method or Manner
Inspectors I of Performance

PERTINENT 6. Absence of the 14. Problems with

PACTS Contractor's Supervisor - Government-Furnished
7. Poor Documentation by Equipment

Contractor __ 15. Use of Improper
I Communication

8. Contractor's Prior Channels by CO
Experience Il

A 16. Air Force Personnel
9. Adversary Relationship -I Performing Contractor

10. Change in Inspectors I Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts:

Comments,

296
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Page _4_ of I Pages Lin
CASE REVIEW FORM Bill ./

ASBCA Case No. " Date Case Heard 6V. 3.. '7If

Name of Contractor 4-G' oo%'ne Co.., =et.

Base (Ayw.0| AL Page No. _ 42,671 Vol. No. 78-I

Paragraph No. 12, 6

CASE Entitlement Both E&Q __ Dollar Amt. of Claim $ 20.. 3INFO Who won? Govt. _ Ktr __ Amount of award $ N/A

Time Extension requested NIA (days) Awarded &1A (days)

Design Discipline: Electr __ Mech __ Civil __ Struc
?ROJECT Area of the Country: Days Required MAJCOM: ArC.
PEATURES Size of Contract: $ 52/ddo COE involvement: Yes No

Type of Work (project): - ftronjw $. I.Lchs.
Type of Work (Claim): skee+ '4_i4'1 ok work

1. Ambiguous Specs. _Z 14. Improper Liquidated

2. Omissions in Specs. __Damages

3. Conflicts in Specs. 15. Inspector-caused Delay -

4. Differences in 1 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation His Authority

5. Impossibility of 1 17. Inspector Improperly
the work described Re jecting Work

ATEGORIES 6. Inaccurate tech. 1 18. Inspector Improperly
data in specs. I Directing Work

7. Differing Site 19. Inspector Improperly
Conditions Stopping Work

8. Changes in Specs. 20. Fraud, Latent Defects,8. Cor Gross Errors
9. Challenges in the 21. CO Acting Improperly

"Or Equal" area
10. Owner had superior 22. CO Directing Addt'l

knowledge Work
11. Failure to give 23. CO Improperly Rejecting

access to the. Work
work site 24. Improper T for D -

12. Poor Workmanship 25. Improper T for C

13. Overzealous i
inspection- I (continued)
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Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categriess

Comments :

1. Need for Change Order 1 11. Lack of Coordination
2. Poor Criteria at the Between the Contractor

Start of Design ---.

3. Need for Addendum I L. Change in the
"Contractor's

4. Poor Documentation I Supervisor
by Inspector -- 13. CO Directs Change in

5. Inexperience of I the Method or Manner
Inspectors __I of Performance

PE"`I.:NT 6. Absence of the 14. Problems with
FACTS Contractor's Supervisor I Government-Furnished

7. Poor Documentation by I Equipment
Contractor 1 15. Use of Improper

8. Contractor's Prior I Communication
Experience I Channels by CO

9 16. Air Force Personnel
9. Adversary Relationship __ I Performing Contractor
10. Change in Inspectc.s g Duties

Additional Pertinent Facte: __ 4r A;A hA-;w.i'o

Comments: (14. e f A 4P +Ve- d h in s r +ex+'.

298
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Page ...-. of__' Pages Lin __CASE REVIEW FORM Lin

ASBCA Case No. 0 Date Case Heard ,I ooP F
Name of Contractor P -'1 0r~u•,y Ces

Base NyO,%'r, • ' Page No. J3j_5 Vol. No. +.Z

Paragraph No. L- C5kok

CASE Entitlement ' Both E&Q __ Dollar Amt. of Claim $. i

INFO Who won? Govt. %/ Ktr -.- Amount of award $ t~Lim
Time Extension requested itNj (days) Awarded Lt-A (days)

Design Discipline: Electr _Z Mech __ Civil __ Struc
PROjECT Area of the Country: tAeTDays Required 0/1 MAJCOMs : 'c ,
FEATURES Size of Contract: $iiiitK COE involvemenb Yes No I

Type of Work (project):Aso .%t.,,•,o, ir1.% _ue. r•,w-.
Type of Work (Claim)%, ,.m- . P•,,I S

1. Ambiguous. Specs. 114. Improper Liquidated
2. Omissions in Specs. __I Damages
3. Conflicts in Specs. 15. Inspector-caused Delay -

4. Differences in 1 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation His Authority -

CLAIM 5. Impossibility of I 17. Inspector Improperly
the work described I Rejecting Work

'ATEGORIES 6. Inaccurate tech. 1 18. Inspector Improperly
data in specs. I Directing Work

1 19. Inspector Improperly
7. Differing SiteStpigWrConditions Stopping WorkCondi inSec20. Fraud, Latent Defects,8. Changes in Specs.

-I or Gross Errors
9. Challenges in the 21. CO Acting Improperly

"*07 Equal" area ---- I
10. 0w~er had superior 122. CO Directing Addt'l10 Owner haupro

kn wledge -- Work
11. Faij~ure to give l23. CO Improperly Rejecting

access to the Work
work site - 24. Improper T for D -

12. Poor Workmanship I
13. Oerzelous25. Improper T for C13. Overzealous I

inspection I (continued)
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Claim Categories(contd.)

Additional Claim Categriess A.V_

1. Need for Change Order .- _ 11. Lack of Coordination

Z. Poor Criteria at the Between the Contractor
Str fDsg and SubcontractorsStart of Design -_

3. Need for Addendum 12. Change in the
Contractor's

4. Poor Documentation Supervisor
by Inspector - 13. CO Directs Change in :

5. Inexperience of I the Method or Manner
Inspectors I of Performance

ýERTINENT 6. Absence of the 14. Problems with
PACTS Contractor's Supervisor Government-Furnished

7. Poor Documentation by Equipment
Contractor 15. Use of Improper

8. Contractor's Prior Communication
Experience Channels by CO

9 16. Air Force Personnel
9. Adversary Relationship -I Performing Contractor
10. Change in Inspectors I Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts: ....t 4

Comments _
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Page -of __. Pages Lin __

CASE REVIEW FORM Bill

ASBCA Case No. 'lJ 3Z Date Case Heard Sep,- 20, '77
Name of Contractor C Y6 C_6v,&cke 4-s** m Ca
Base -oi-i , Modne Page No..&zoS? Vol. No. 77-",2

Paragraph No LZ.42. ..

CASE Entitlement _ Both E&Q __ Dollar Amt. of Claim $ 0 ..O

INFO Who won? Govt. Ktr Amount of award $ A •(A

Time Extension requested __.Lld (days) Awarded (days)
* U /

Design Discipline: Electr ./ Mech __ Civil __ Struc __:

ROJECT Area of the Country: _ Days Required MAJCOM: .
EATURES Size-of Contract: $__N-@. COE involvement Yes.s.eNo-

Type of Work (project): r.JXA.1o6;1i4d '*A o# t irmen dorai
Type of Work (Claim): - 14eI&P'i wo L4/t,

1. Ambiguous. Specs. 14. Improper Liquidated

2. Omissions in Specs. _ I Damages

3. Conflicts in Specs. --_ 15. Inspector-caused Delay -

4. Differences in 1 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation His Authority

5. Impossibility of 1 17. Inspector Improperly
the work described Rejecting Work

kTEGORIES 6. Inaccurate tech. 1 18. Inspector Improperly
data in specs. _Directing Work

7. Differing Site 19. Inspector Improperly'

Conditions-- Stopping Work

8. Changes in Specs. 20. Fraud, Latent Defects,
S-- or Gross Errors

9. Challenges in the 21. CO Acting Improperly
"Or Equal" area

10. Owner had superior 22. CO Directing Addt'l
knowledge Work

11. Failure to give 23. CO Improperly Rejecting -

access to the Work
work site 24. Improper T for D

12. Poor Workmanship __I 25. Improper T for C
13. Overzealous I

inspection- (continued)
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Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries:

Comments:

1. Need for Change Order 1__ 1. Lack of Coordination

2. Poor Criteria at the Betneen the Contractor
Start of Design 1 and Subcontractors

3 Need for Addendum 12. Change in the
4. Poor Documentation Supervisor's

by Inspector 13. CO Directs Change in

5. Inexperience of the Method or Manner
Inspectors -.-- of Performance

ERTINENT 6. Absence of the 14. Problems with

FACTS Contractor's Supervisor Government-Furnished
7. Poor Documentation by Equipment

Contractor - 15. Use of Improper

8. Contractor's Prior Communication
Experience -Channels by CO

9 16. Air Force Personnel
9. Adversary Relationship -_ I Performing Contractor
10. Change in Inspectors __ Duties
Additional Pertinent Facts: _4__ -_e_____M_4P__ft _7_.

Comments: ___'
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Page I of -L Pages Lin
CASE REVIEW FORM Bill

ASBCA Case No. 4q Date Case Heard Ig,,
Name of Contractor -rz y , ,, ,-, .

Base-,epr oreg% •.Y Page No. id,,q& Vol. No. -4

Paragraph No. iz

CASE Entitlement __ Both E&Q __ Dollar Amt. of Claim $-1,.j I,-g.qqINF0 Who won? Govt. je Ktr __ Amount of award $ g
Time Extension requested K|m (days) Awarded •)•p " (days)

Design Discipline, Electr __ Mech __ Civil __ Struc
PROJECT p~~Area of the Country: P;1e5TDays Required '/___ MAJCOM: %,fjo,
FEATURES Size of Contract, $. Ru COE involvemenb YesjyNo

Type of Work (project): 0^ý y u,'•r Atr
Type of Work (Claim),'.,.&. , ,

1.. Ambiguous: Specs. li14. Improper Liquidated
2. Omissions in Specs. Damages
3. Conflicts in Specs. -7- 15. Inspector-caused Delay -

4. Differences in I 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation His Authority

5. Impossibility of I 17. Inspector Improperly
CLAIM the work described I Rejecting Work

CATEGORIES 6. Inaccurate tech. ! 18. Inspector Improperly
data in specs. Directing Work

7. Differing Site [ 19. Inspector Improperly
Conditions I Stopping Work

8. Changes in Specs. 20. Fraud, Latent Defects,
i-I or Gross Errors

9. Challenges in the 21. CO Acting Improperly
"Or Equal" area 22 CO Directing Addt'1

10. Owner had superior 2 Work
knowledge 2 Oork R

11. Failure to give 2 W. CO Improperly Rejecting
access to the Work
work site 24. Improper T for D

12. Poor Workmanship -- 25. Improper T for C

13. Overzealous I
inspectiorr I (continued)
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Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries:

Comme~nt: 5) A kzti.'d 4pt4s .4 /tCy0CA J

1. Need for Change Order 1__ 1. Lack of Coordination
Between the Contractor

2. Poor Criteria at the and Subcontractors
Start of Design

3. Need for Addendum 12. Change in the
Contractor's

4. Poor Documentation Supervisor
by Inspector 1- 13. CO Directs Chango in

5. Inexperience of the Method or Manner
Inspectors I of Performance

ERTINENT 6. Absehce of the 14. Problems with

FACTS Contractor's Supervisor _1 Government-Furnished
7. Poor Documentation by Equipment -

Contractor 1 15. Use of Improper
8. Contractor's Prior Cohaunication

ExereceI Channels by CO ...Experience -
9 16. Air Force Personnel

9. Adversary Relationship -I Performing Contractor
10. Change in Inspectors __ Duties

comments:• .,-"
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Page I o-- 5 Pages Lin n

CASE REVIEW FORM Bill
,L ..

ASBCA Case No. -2p i Date Case Heard ,19 •JIL u I

Name of Contractor K'rJ 1&r-o

Base - •t5 Page No. l - Vol. No, ,
Paragraph No. )

CASE Entitlement '-• Both E&Q -_ Dollar Amt. of Claim $A..

INFO Who won? Govt. 0"_ Ktr __ Amount of award $ (:Z
Time Extension requested yt (days) Awarded CN (days)

Design Discipline: Electr Mech __Civil Struc _

PROJECT Area of the Country: I,,etfDays Required 41/9 AJCOM: -AC.
FEATURES Size of Contract: $ -1 2q:1, SID COE involvement Yes &,-No

Type of Work (project): 4-

Type of Work (Claim): l t I_, t?, UflcW9,7

1.. Ambiguous Specs. 14. Improper Liquidated

2. Omissions in Specs. __I Damages

15. Inspector-caused Delay3. Conflicts in Specs. _

4. Differences in 1 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation His Authority

5. Impossibility of 1 17. Inspector Improperly
CLAIM the work described Rejecting Work

CATEGORIES 6. Inaccurate tech. 18. Inspector Improperly
data in specs. Directing Work

7. Differing Site 19. Inspector Improperly
Conditions I Stopping Work

. 20. Fraud, Latent Defects,
8. Changes in Specs. - or Gross Errors
9. Challenges in the 21. CO Acting Improperly

"Or Equal" area 22. CO Directing Addt'l
10. Owner had superior Work

knowledge or

11. Failure to give 23. CO Improperly Rejecting
access to the Work
work site 24. Improper T for D

12. Poor Workmanship S25. Improper T for C
13. Overzealous

inspection- I (continued)
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V: Claim Categories(contd.)

Additional Claim Categries:

Z; ~~Commentszi ...

1. Need for Change Order 11. ii. Lack of CoordinationI |. 2. Poor Criteria at the Betwee" the Contractor
Start of Design and Subcontractors

3. Need for Addendum 12. Change in theContractor's4. Poor Documentation Supervisor
by Inspector - 13. CO Directs Change in5. Inexperience of the Method or Manner
Inspectors of Performance

:PERTINENT 6. Absence of the 14. Problems with

SFACTS Contractor's Supervisor __ Government-Furnished
7. Poor Documentation by Equipment

Contractor 15. Use of Improper
8. Contractor's Prior Communication

Experience I Channels by CO
' 9. Adversary Relationship 16. Air Force Personn.l

9. Aversry elatonshp -Performing Contractor
10. Change in Inspectors - Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts:

Coinmeniae r 4z

34



Page j_ of r Pages Lin __
CASE REVIEW FORM Bill

ASBCA Case No. .oqki, 1 l•, Date Case Heard 2 ( t7:Z77
Name of Contractor /5

Base ' '-X Page No. Vol. No.
Paragraph *o. 1

CASE Entitlement %/ Both E&Q __ Dollar Amt. of Claim $ g/f/CASE Who won? Govt. .- Ktr __ Amount of award $ g/•
Time Extension requested -1 (days) Awarded 0 (days)

Design Discipline: Electr Mech Civil __ Struc
PROJECT Area of the Country: Pv7___t Days Required lq! MAJCOM: y
FEATURES Size of Contract: $ ), 2! >lI) COE involvemenb Yes _--No

Type of Work (project): Vn- pC•-•LL-•r ft
Type of Work (Claim): , _.t. ,-t A,•,P,. G•,i-,•,,

I. Ambiguous. Specs. 14. Improper Liquidated
2. Omissions in Specs. __I Damages

3. Conflicts in Specs. 15. Inspector-caused Delay -

4. Differences in I 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation His Authority

5. Impossibility of 1 17. Inspector Improperly
CLAIM the work described I Rejec.ting Work

CATEGORIES 6. Inaccurate tech. 1 18. Inspector Improperly
data in specs. I Directing Work

7. I 19. Inspector Improperly7.Differing Site IStopping WorkConditionsStpigWr
8. Changes in Specs. 20. Fraud, Latent Defects,---- or Gross Errors
9. Challenges in the 21. CO Acting Improperly

"Or Equal" area 22. CO Directing Addt'l
10. Owner had superior Work

knowledge or
11. Failure to give 23. CO Improperly Rejecting

access to the Work
work site 24. Improper T for D

12. Poor Workmanship 25. Improper T for C
13. Overzealous 

2

inspection __I (continued)
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Claim Categories(contd.)Additional Claim Categrios:

Comments:

1. Need for Change Order 11. Lack of Coordination
2. Poor Criteria at the Bea een the Contractor

Start of Design and Subcontractors

3. Need for Addendum 12. Change in the
Contractor's

4. Poor Documentation Supervisor
by Inspector- 13. CO Directs Change in

5. Inexperience of the Method or Manner
Inspectors of Performance

PERTINENT 6. Absence of the 14. Problems with

FACTS Contractor's Supervisor Government-Furnished 7
TS 7. Poor Documentation by EquipmentContractor 15. Use of Improper

8.Contractors orCohmunication
8. Contractor's Prior Channels by CO -

Experience
dR16. Air Force Personnel9. Adversary Relationship - Performing Contractor

10. Change in Inspectors - Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts: A F-c• I rm
M4n&' ewT ý 4-&&ýW A e.fZ "-o

Commffts s

308
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Page j.of IPages Lin__
CASE REVIEW FORM Bill ... e.

ASECA Case No. a/tTDate Case Heard Suly 17 /777

Name of Contractor Sp~tce 4 o- sGna1 . r~.-

Base Gearse., C43;;, Page No. 610 43'# Vol. No. -77-.
Paragraph No". L wLi.

CASEEntitlement L Both E&Q __Dollar Amt. of Claim 41f 71. 29

INFOWho won? Govt. VKtr __Amount of award $ N /A
Time Extension requested m1A (days) Awarded 41/A (days)

PRJC Design Discipline: Electr __Mech __Civil .. /Struc ___

POET Area of the.Country: Days Required MAJCOMt TA C_
FETRS Size of Contract: $ f.I'1'4 COE involvemenb Yes__o

Type of Work (project): C~S""_ 4iu~c-k we.-Skrm~ck

Type of Work (Claim): &iI ~~~~~

1.. Ambiguous:. Specs. - 14.1 Improper Liquidated

2. Omissions in Specs. __Damages

3. Conflicts in Specs. V 1. 15.ý Inspector-caused Delay -

4i. Difrncsi 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation IHis Authority

5. Impossibility of I 17.: Inspector Improperly
CLAIM the work described __iRejecting Work

CATEGORIES 6. Inaccurate tech. I18. Inspector Improperly
data in specs. I Directing Work

7. iffrin Sie I19. Inspector Improperly
Conditions I Stopping Work

8. Changes in Specs. 20. Fraud, Latent Defects,
9.Chllngs-n h or Gross Errors

"9. ChlEquae" inrtea 21. CO Acting Improperly-

10.Ownr hd speror22. CO Directing Addt'l
knowledge -IWork

11. Failure to give 23. CO Improperly Rejecting
access to the. Work
work site 24. Improper T for D

12. Poor Workmanship- 7 12.IpoeTfrC
13. Overzealous I2.Ipoe o

inspection- __I (continued)
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Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries,

Comments: •__

1. Need for Change Order 1__ 1. Lack of Coordination

2. Poor Criteria at the Between the Contractor
Str fDsg and SubcontractorsStart of Design--.

3. Need for Addendum 12. Change in the
Contractor's

4. Poor Documentation Supervisor
by Inspector - 13. CO Directs Change in

5. Inexperience of the Method or Manner
Inspectors I of Performance

ERTINENT 6. Absence of the 14. Problems with

PACTS Contractor's Supervisor __ Government-Furnished
7. Poor Documentation by Equipment

Contractor _ 15. Use of Improper
8. Contractor's Prior Communication

Experience Channels by CO
16. Air Force Personnel

9. Adversary Relationship -_ Performing Contractor
10. Change in Inspectors __ Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts, &d .. ..... s$r.1'e
K4r -9a:U4 -6 cIowA, & 0,41 . Ifaet.
Comments: % r
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Page 0 of .L Pages Lin
CASE REVIEW FORM Bill

ASBCA Case No. Date Case Heard V \ "
Name of Contractor - Fi.cAkA C01" Ar

Base -& •4. Page No. 1 Vol. No. L2?- .
Paragraph No. ______

Entitlement Both E&Q _L2 Dollar Amt. of Claim S6QZ .Who won? Govt. . Ktr Amount of award $Y•'?.1&2
Time Extension requested _/J (days) Awarded ays)

Design Discipline: Electr . Mech __ Civil __. Struc "__

PROJECT Area of the Country: It Days Required 4 - MAJCOM: 20c,
FEATURES Size of Contract: $ )•;)CCr3n) COE involvementa Yes No V0

Type of work (project):

Type of Work (Claim): Vd • ,,• 6 4 /,014f/1

-Ii,,Ambiguous Specs.- I 14. Improper Liquidated,

2. Omissions in Specs. __ I Damages
3. Conflicts in Specs. 15. Inspector-caused Delay -

4. Differences in 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation His Authority

CL.IM 5. Impossibility of 1 17. Inspector Improperly
, the work described I Rejecting Work

CATEGORIES 6. Inaccurate tech. 1 18. Inspector Improperly
data in specs. I Directing Work

7. Differing Site 19. Inspector Improperly
Conditions Stopping Work

8. Changes in Specs. 20. Fraud, Latent Defects,
-- or Gross Errors

9. Challenges in the 21. CO Acting Improperly
"Or Equal" area 22. CO Directing Addt'l

10. Owner had superior . Work
knowledge 23. CO Improperly Rejecting

11. Failure to give I Work
access to the, Work
work site _ 24. Improper T for D

12. Poor Workmanship -- 25. Improper T for C

13. Overzealous I
inspection" __ (continued)
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Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries: • ctv*,.q

Comments: ft CAOýn ý .444ulC "°

1. Need for Change Order 11. Lack of Coordination
2. Poor Criteria at the Between the Contractor
. Pand Subcontractors

Start of Design --
3. Need for Addendum 12. Change in the

Contractor's
4. Poor Documentation Supervisor

by Inspector_ 13. CO Directs Change in
5. Inexperience of the Method or Manner

Inspectors I of Performance
.ERTINENT 6. Absence of the 14. Problems with

PACTS Contractor's Supervisor __ Government-Furnished
7. Poor Documentation byEquipment

Contractor 15. Use of Improper
8. Contractor's Prior Communication

Experience I Channels by CO
dR16. Air Force Personnel

9. Adversary Relationship -PefrigCnacoS" ~~Performing Contractor ,i1
10. Change in Inspectors __ Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts: ,d

Comments: •, ;

-I,,r...
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rage _4 ox _ rages Lin__CASE REVIEW FORM Lin

ASBCA Case No. _0/03 Date Case Heard V 41, /977
Name of Contractor -•,e.rkd'/.e. c-w"wt,,S./oe/t D,-.

Base .J F4L Page No. /^Q,77 Vol. No. 7Z-Z7,
Paragraph No. 1. V5_ I

CASE Entitlement _ýL Both E&Q __ Dollar Amt. of Claim $ 37717
INFO Who won? Govt. J_ Ktr__ Amount of award $ 1V/4

Time Extension requested I 7C (days) Awarded (days)

Design Disciplines Electr Mech Civil ___Stru_
PROJECT Area of the Country _ Days Required /8'O MAJCOM: t4-
FEATURES Siz, of Contracts $ all 797 COE involvement Yes No__•

Type of Work (project), V41 1 WKS, c$-?

Type of Work (Claim)s ,a INS C

1. Ambiguous Specs. 14. Improper Liquidated
2. Omissions in Specs. _ I Damages

Conflicts in Specs. 15. Inspector-caused Delay -

4. Differences in I 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation I His Authority

5. Impossibility of I 1?. Inspector Improperly
CLAIM the work described I Rejecting Work

CATEGORIES 6. Inaccurate tech. I 18. Inspector Improperly
data in specs. I Directing Work

7. Differir4 Site I 19. Inspector Improperly
Conditions I Stopping Work

8. Changes in Specs. 20. Fraud, Latent Defects,,
9. Chalenges in thes. 2. Cor Gross Errors

"9Chlegsith21. CO Acting Improperly"Or Equal" are a
22. CO Directing Addt'l

10. Owner had superior IWr
knowledge Workoe

11. Failure to give 23. CO Improperly Rejecting
access to the: Work
work site __ 24. Improper T for D -

12. Poor Workmanship __ 25. Improper T for C

13. Overzealous 2 I
inspection- I (continued)
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Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries:

Comments,

1. Need for Change Order __ 11. Lack of Coordination
Between the Contractor2. Poor Criteria at the and SubcontractorsStart of Design -

3. Need for Addendum 12. Change in the
Contractor's

4. Poor Documentation Supervisor
by Inspector - 13. CO Directs Change in

5. Inexperience of the Method or Manner .
Inspectors -- I of Performance

?ERTINENT 6. Absence of the 14. Problems with

FACTS Contractor's Supervisor I Government-Furnished
7. Poor Documentation by Equipment -

Contractor 15. Use of .Impropor
8. Contractor's Prior Commuanication

Experience Channels by CO
9. Adversary Relationship 1 16. Air Force Personnel
9RI Performing Contractor

10. Change in Inspectors __ Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts: l"J4. 7 mus4+ 0*4, 0

Comments:

314
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Page o or o Pages Lin __

CASE REVIEW FORM Bill ,"•.

ASBCA Case No. •O3 Date Case Heard M•/.y f/ /77
Name of Contractor Sh,'*4'42.le. C,4UO,.

Base a- e- oto V, FL Page No. 6Qf97 Vol. No. 7-7",,
Paragraph No. -l1, 5E35

Entitlement _j Both E&Q __ Dollar Amt. of Claims 76

INFO Who won? Govt. v" Ktr - Amount of award $ A
Time Extension requested JVIA- (days) .-,arded (days)

Design Discipline: Electr __ Mech __ Civil V Struc __...__

PROJECT Area of the Country: Days Required 4'O MAJCOM: 7

FEATURES Size of Contract: $ 7, 797 COE involvement Yes Noe

Type of Work (project): .r' i j 5yitln

Type of Work (Claim):

i. Ambiguous-. Specs. -_ 14. Improper Liquidated.
2. Omissions in Specs. _Damages
3. Conflicts in Specs. _ I 15. Inspector-caused Delay -

4. Differences in 1 16. Inspector Acting Outside
Interpretation __ His Authority

CLAIM 5. Impossibility of 17. Inspector Improperly
the work described I Rejecting Work

:ATEGORIES 6. Inaccurate tech. 1 18. Inspector Improperly
data in specs. -1 Directing Work

7. Differing Site . 19. Inspector Improperly
Conditions Stopping Work

8. Changes in Specs. 20. Fraud, Latent Defects, /
-- or Gross Errors

9. Challenges in the 21. CO Acting Improperly -"Or Equal" area _- "22. CO Directing Addt'l
10. Owner had superior Work

knowledge -ork
11. Failure to give 23. CO Improperly Rejecting

access to the: Work
work site . 24. Improper T for D

12. Poor Workmanship 25. Improper T for C
13. Overzealous 2

inspection- __ (continued)
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*.-?

Claim Categories(contd.)
Additional Claim Categries, _ __ _ __._ _

Comments:

1. Need for Change Order -: 11. Lack of Coordination
Between the Contractor2. Poor Criteria at the I and SubcontractorsStart of Design -I -

3. Need for Addendum 12. Change in theContractor's
4. Poor Documentation I Supervisor

by Inspector 13. CO Directs Change in

5. Inexperience of t the Method or Manner
Inspectors I of Performance

'PERTINENT 6. Absence of the 14. Problems with
PACTS Contractor's Supervisor I Government-FurnishedSFACTSI Euimn

7. Poor Documenmation by ofuimpor
Contractor 15. Use of Improper,.- Communication

8. Contractor's Prior.I Communication. Experience - I Channels by CO
I 16. Air Force Personnel

9. Adversary Relationship Performing Contractor
10. Change in Inspectors - Duties

Additional Pertinent Facts: KC40 &%s31

Comments: • % F'r,,-L "r 6r,8., ,,,,PI h,

'•, rt4-vc,,Z'e,•c~ "Noe•6
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APPENDIX
CASE INOMAIN PRJC FETUES CLI ATGRE

CASDERTINENORMACTIOS PRJCETRESULIN CLMTHAIM CALETEGORIESTE
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j A. Case Information

"1. Basis of decision (entitlement/both entitlement

and quantum)

2. Case outcome (government or contractor won case)

3. Amount of claim ($)

4. Amount of award ($)

B. Project Feature'-

1. Design disr.c.line

2. Area of the country

3. Major command

4. Size of contract (M)

5. Type of work (project)

6. Type of work (claim)

C. Claim Categories

1. Delays

2. Anbiguous specifications

3. Omissions in specifications

4. Conflicts in specifications

* 5. Degree of performance required was beyond contrac-

tual requirements

* * 6. Constructive change occurred

7. Contracting officer (CO) improperly rejecting work

• These items were not on the case review form.
They were added as "additional items."
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8.Government failed to give access to the work site or

provide utility service

*9. Errors in design

10. Differing site conditions

11. Inspector acting outside his authority

*12. CO improperly withholding payment

*13. Misunderstanding of a submittal

*114. Overzealous inspection

*15. Nontimely performance or contractor duties

16. CO acting improperly

D. Pertinent Facts

.1. Poor workmanship

*2. Delay in asserting a disagreement during performance

*3. Inadequate site investigation

*4. Failure by contractor to read ccntract documents

adequately

*5. Incorrect sampling procedures

6. Inexperience or inspectors

7. Poor documentation by inspectors

*8. Change in COs, during project

9. Use or improper communication channels by CO
*10. Contractor personnel problems

11. Lack or coordination between contractor and sub-

contractors

12. Contractor's previous experience

319



*13. Contractor reliance on trade practice as a guide

*114. Problems with warranty work

*15. Contractor failed to clarify patent ambiguities

*16. Government failed to perform services stated in

contract

17. Absence or contractor's supervisor

'18. Problems with submittals

*19. Contractor delayed in taking necessary action

20. Contractor underestimated size or contract

21. Change of contractor's supervisors

22. Change in inspectors

23. Adversary relationship between contractor and

government

*24. Problems with additive or bid schedule

do
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APPENDIX F

VARIABLE CODE LIST
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L\

Code Analysis Factor Code Subcategory

1 Basis of Decision 1 Area of the
Country: North-

2 Claim Category east U.S.

3 Design Discipline 2 Area of the
Country: South-I Area of the Country east U.S.

5 Major Command 3 Area of the
Country: Midwest6 Type of Work •'roject) U.S.

7 Amount of Claim 4 Area of the
Country: West8 Award Amount U.S.

9 Size of Contract 1 Major Command

(MAJCOM): TAC
Code Subcategory 2 MAJCOM: SAC

1 Basis of Decision: 3 MAJCOM: MAC
Entitlement

4 MAJCOM: Other
2 Basis of Decision:

Entitlement + Quantum 1 Type of Work
(Project): New1 Claim Outcome: Construction

Contractor Won
2 Type of Work

2 Claim Outcome: (Project):
Government Won Additions

1 Design Discipline: 3 Type of Work
Electrical (Project):

Alterations
2 Design Discipline:

Mechanical 4 Type of Work
(Project):

3 Design Discipline: RepairsCivil
1 Claim Amount less

4 Design Discipline: than $5000
Structural
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Code Sbaeory Code Pertinent Facts

2 Claim Amount Between 0 No Pertinent Facts./
$5,000 and $20,000

1 Contractor Failure
3 Claim Amount Between to Riad the Con-

$20,000 and $50,000 trac.," Documents
Adequately

4 Claim Amount Over
$50,000 2 Inadequate Site

Investigation
1 A-ward Amount Less

Than $1,000 3 Contract Delay
in Taking Neces-

2 Award Amount Between sary Actions
$1,000 and $10,000

4 Contractor Prob-
3 Award Amount Over lems with Additives

$10,000 or .'Bid Schedule

1 Size of Contract 5. Contractor Under-
Less Than $100,000 estimated the Size

of the Job
2 Size of Contract Between

$100,000 and $1 Million 6 Problems with
Warranty Work

3 Size of Contract Over
$1 Million 7 Government

Management
Code Claim Category

8 Contractor Manage-
1 Delays ment Activities

2 Error in Design 9 Contractor Reliance
on Previous Exper-

3 Differing Site Conditions ience or Trade
Practice as a

4 Changes Guide

5 Ambiguous Specifications 10 Problems with
Submittals

6 Omissions or Conflicts
in Specifications

7 Contracting Officer
Acting Improperly
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Code Name Full Title

ADDITIVE Additive
ADDTN Additions Projects
ALTER Alterations Projects
AMBIG Ambiguous Specification Claims
BOTH Both Entitlement and Quantum
CHANGES Changes Claims
CIVIL Civil Engineering Projects
COPROB Contracting Officer Problem Claims
DELAY Delay Claims
DIFFSC Differing Site Conditions /
ELEC *Electric Engineering Projects
ENTLMT Entitlement Only
ERROR Error Claims
FAILREAD Failure of Contractor to Read Speci- I /

fications Adequately
FRITlOT Award Amounts from $1,000 to $10,000 /
FR5T20T Claim Amounts froin $5,000 to $20,000

•FR20T5OT Claim Amounts from $20,000 to $50,000
FR100TlM Contract Size from $100,000 to $1

Million
GOVT Government Won Cases
GOVTMGT Government Management-Related Problems
KTR Contractor Won Cases
KTRDELAY Contractor Caused Delays
MECH. Mechanical Engineering Projects
KTREXP Contractor's Experience
KTRMGT Contractor Management-Related Problems
MIDWEST Projects in Midwestern United States
MAC Projects in MAC
NE Projects in Northeastern United States
NEWCONST New Construction Projects
NONE No Pertinent Facts Found in Case

Related to the Claim
OMISS Omission/Conflict Claims
OTHER Other Major Commands
OVER1OT Award Amounts Over $10,000
OVERSOT Claim Amounts Over $50,000
OVERIMIL Contract Size Over $1 Million
REPAIR Repair Projects
SAC\ SAC Projects
SE Projects in Southeastern United States
SITEINV Inadequate Site Investigation by

Contractor Prior to Bidding
STRUC Structural Projects
SUBMITTAL Problems Related to Submittals
TAC TAC Projects
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Code Name Full Title

UNDEREST -Contractor Underestimates the Magni-
tude of the Project

UNDERIT Award Amounts Und--r $1,000
UNDER5T Claim Amounts Under $5,000
UNDIOOT Contract Size Under $100,000
WARRANTY Warranty Related Problem
WEST Projects in the Western United States

Y

3.

./
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TREE-WAY TABLES (COMPUTER PRINTOUTS)
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°I.The Design and Construction System (DEACONS)

The DEACONS program is a computerized management

information system which is managed by Air Force Construc-

tion (USAF/LEEEC), with terminals at most major command

headquarters and Air Force Regional Civil Engineer (AFRCE)

offices. It maintains status information on Major Con-

struction Program (MCP) projects, as well as selected other

projects (such as non-appropriation funded projects) which

are expensive or unique enough to warrant high-level moni-

toring (2). DEACONS is mainly an Air Force program, although

some Air National Guard and Air Force Reserve projects are

kept:In the system.

Capabilities of the System -

The information in DEACONS is on the structure of

the old Air Force Form 1959, which was updated at base level

to reflect project status for the types of projects now main-

I tained in DEACONS. DEACONS includes all of the 1959 data

items, with a few additions (see Table I-I for a partial
listing). DEACONS information is updated by the MAJCOMs and

* AFRCEs, through their terminals. Information in DEACONS

covers the entire life of the project, from initial design

* authorization to financial completion.

Old projects, which were initiated prior to the

337
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J.TABLE I-.1J.

PARTIAL LIST OF DEACONS DATA ITEMS*

Project Description

Installation

MAJCOM

Size of Project

SDesign Agent

Construction Agent
Type of Design

- Design Dates: Scheduled versus Actual

- Costs: Scheduled versus Actual

Government Cost Estimates* for design and construction costs.
Includes basic costs and basic costs plus additives.

Bid Information

- Number Received

- Dollar Amounts of those received

- Low Bidder, 2nd Lowest Bidder, Highest Bidder

Additives

- Description

r - Bids versus Award

Award Date: Anticipated versus Actual

Bid Remarks

Construction Time: Estima ted versus Actual

SAdapted from a d scription of the DEACONS system

supplied to the authors by AFLC/DEEC.

3
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TABLE I-1 Continued

Changes

- Reasons for Change

- Description of Change

- Number of Changes

- Cost of Changes

Beneficial Occupancy Date

Liquidated Damages

Number of Pending Claims
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establishment off DEACONS (1981), are handled either one of

two ways (2). 1If the project is not complete, the 1959-type

information is transferred to a DEACONS file. Iff the proj-

ect is complete, its final status infformation is trans-

ferred t~o a "history tape." The history tape is a 'record

off old projects, going back as far as ten years, which is

maintained on a time-sharing computer system in San Antonio,

Texas.

To gain information frow. DEACONS, the user develops

his own program which extracts and inputs data in a set

format and sequence. Later, by using commands associated

with that program, he can get information designed to answer

narrow questions (on a single program), or wide-scope ques-

tions (on the status off many projects). For example, if the

user wished to obtain information on all projects with more

than four change orders, he could develop a command for

"four change orders," based on the program he had developed.

For single projects, it is a useful way of obtaining a com-

plete record of the history of an entire area, such as design

progress or work completion schedule.

Deficiencies of DEACONS

As of March 1982, DEACONS had not been successfully

implemented in its entirety (5). There were several major

commands that had not yet received a DEACONS terminal.

Those which had a terminal were forced to restrict their
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- input time to as little as two hours per week. Also, the

DEACONS system appears to suffer from some of the same

restrictions which hurt the 1959 system: a lack of serious

support at lower levels of command. Finally, the time-

sharing program for the history tape makes access to infor-
mation on older cases difficult.

Contract Folder

The contract folder is maintained by the contracting

officer. Unlike DEACONS, which is restricted by certain

kinds of projects, contract folders are prepared by COs for

every construction contract which is done at a particular

base. The purpose of the folder is to gather information

* which the contracting officer might need to administrate the

I contract.

The folder is divided into six sections (see Table

1-2). The six sections are organized along the chronologi-

cal line of the stages of the project. Any pertinent infor-

mation from each stage of the project is entered into the
*applicable section of the folder. For example, bidding

information goes in section A of the folder.

* - When a project (contract) is completed, the contract

*folder is usually kept in storage for up to eight years,

and then destroyed. This points out one of the weaknesses

of using contract folders for construction contract research.

Retaining contract information through physical storage is

341 I
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TABLE 1-2

SELECTED CONTRACT FOLDER ITEMS*

7

Section A: PRE-CONTRACT DOCUMENTS
- Number of contracts held by the contractor who won

the last six months

- Dollar amount of bids submitted by each bidder

- Length of Contract

- Government Price Estimate

- Submittal Checklist

- Breakout of Liquidated Damages rates

Zection B: CONTRACT AND MODIFICATIONS

- Whether or not it is a multiple procurement contract

- Labor Surplus Area data

- Type of Contract

Section C: CORRESPONDENCE

- Contract Administrators

- Project Engineers

- Performance Dates

- Notice-to-Proceed Date

- Date Submittals are Due

- Performance Period

- Cost Breakdown

Section D: CONTRACT PROGRESS DOCUMENTS

- Contract Progress Schedule

- Contract Progress Report

Section E: PAYROLL, LABOR COMPLIANCE, AND PAYMENT RECORDS

Section F: DRAWINGS
/

* Adapted from AFLC Form 295, April 1979.
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more difficult than through a computerized system (such as

JURIS or DEACONS).

Another weakness of contract folders as a research

source is that the researcher must travel to the particular

base where a project took place in order to examine the

folder on that project. Unless the researcher is willing to

travel extensively, he will not be able to perform a suit-

able comparison of projects across the Air Force.

The contents of contract folders do not vary exten-

sively from contract to contract. There is a standard list

of items which serves as the table or contents for each /
folder (AFLC Form 295, April 1979). Although some items

might be absent when the projects are smaller and do not/1

require extensive documentation, the general structure of

the contract folder will not change.

Project Folders

The project folders are somewhat similar to the con-

tract folder. However, project folders are maintained by

civil engineering personnel in the Engineering section.

Since the responsibility for maintaining documentation on a

contract falls mostly on the contracting officer (associated

with the fact that the contracting of ficer bears ultimate re-

sponsibility for insuring that the project is successfully

completed by the contractor), the project folders are usu-

ally not as comprehensive or as uniform as the contract fold-

ers.
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With the-~exception of some formal requirements, the

items in the project folder vary from project to project,

*according to the style and customs of the particular proj-

ect engineer or inspector who prepared the folder. The

i project folder contents are, however, slanted towards

* inspection status reports, correspondence between Engineer-

* Ing and the contractor, and other documents relating to the

specifications and drawings. Records of meetings between

the contractor and government engineer or inspector are often

included as well. Finally, a copy of the "boiler plate"

(standard introductory section of the specifications) and

- the specifications are often included In the project folders.

The life span of a project folder is very unpre-

dictable. Some folders may be discarded immediately after

the contract has been completed; others might be held for a

*year, while still others might be held for up to seven

years. This characteristic, as well as those listed above,

make the project folders fairly unsuitable for use as a

source of construction contract research information. Also,

the project folders share some undesirablb characteristics

with the contract folders: they are not computerized and

* require extensive travelling to gather Air Force-wide infor-

I ~mation.
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